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MUIRHEAD  LIBRARY  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


'  An  admirable  statement  of  the  aims  of  the  Library  of  Philosophy  was 
provided  by  the  first  editor,  the  late  Professor  H.  J.  Muirhead,  in  his 
description  of  the  original  programme  printed  in  Erdman’s  History  of 
Philosophy  under  the  date  1890.  This  was  slightly  modified  in  subsequent 
volumes  to  take  the  form  of  the  following  statement: 

“The  Muirhead  Library  of  Philosophy  was  designed  as  a  contribution 
to  the  History  of  Modern  Philosophy  under  the  heads :  first  of  different 
Schools  of  Thought — Sensationalist,  Realist,  Idealist,  Intuitivist;  se¬ 
condly  of  different  Subjects — Psychology,  Ethics,  Aesthetics,  Political 
Philosophy,  Theology.  While  much  had  been  done  in  England  in  tracing 
the  course  of  evolution  in  nature,  history,  economics,  morals  and  religion, 
little  had  been  done  in  tracing  the  development  of  thought  on  these  sub¬ 
jects.  Yet  ‘the  evolution  of  opinion  is  part  of  the  whole  evolution.’ 

“By  the  co-operation  of  different  writers  in  carrying  out  this  plan  it 
was  hoped  that  a  thoroughness  and  completeness  of  treatment,  otherwise 
unattainable,  might  be  secured.  It  was  believed  also  that  from  writers 
mainly  British  and  American  fuller  consideration  of  English  Philosophy 
than  it  had  hitherto  received  might  be  looked  for.  In  the  earlier  series 
of  books  containing,  among  others,  Bosanquet’s  History  of  Aesthetics , 
Pfleiderer’s  Rational  Theology  since  Kant ,  Albee’s  History  of  English 
Utilitarianism ,  Bonar’s  Philosophy  and  Political  Economy ,  Brett’s  History 
of  Psychology ,  Ritche’s  Natural  Rights ,  these  objects  were  to  a  large  ex¬ 
tent  effected. 

“In  the  meantime  original  work  of  a  high  order  was  being  produced 
both  in  England  and  America  by  such  writers  as  Bradley,  Stout,  Bertrand 
Russell,  Baldwin,  Urban,  Montague  and  others,  and  a  new  interest  in 
foreign  works,  German,  French  and  Italian,  which  had  either  become 
classical  or  were  attracting  public  attention,  had  developed.  The  scope 
of  the  Library  thus  became  extended  into  something  more  international, 
and  it  is  entering  on  the  fifth  decade  of  its  existence  in  the  hope  that  it 
may  contribute  to  that  mutual  understanding  between  countries  which 
is  so  pressing  a  need  of  the  present  time.” 

The  need  which  Professor  Muirhead  stressed  is  no  less  pressing  today, 
and  few  will  dbny  that  philosophy  has  much  to  do  with  enabling  us  to 
meet  it,  although  no  one,  least  of  all  Muirhead  himself,  would  regard 
that  as  the  sole,  or  even  the  main,  object  of  philosophy.  As  Professor 
Muirhead  continues  to  lend  the  distinction  of  his  name  to  the  Library  of 
Philosophy,  it  seemed  not  inappropriate  to  allow  him  to  recall  us  to  these 
aims  in  his  own  words.  The  emphasis  on  the  history  of  thought  seemed 
to  me  also  very  timely ;  and  the  number  of  important  works  promised  for 
the  Library  in  the  near  future  augur  well  for  the  continued  fulfilment,  in 
this  and  in  other  ways,  of  the  expectations  of  the  original  editor.  < 

H.  D.  LEWIS 


MUIRHEAD  LIBRARY  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


General  Editor,  Professor  H.  D.  Lewis 
Professor  of  Philosophy ,  University  College ,  Bangor 

THE  ANALYSIS  OF  MIND  By  Bertrand  Russell  6th  Impression 

ANALYTIC  PSYCHOLOGY  By  Prof  G.  F.  Stout  Two  Vols  5 th  Impression 

ATTENTION  By  Prof  W.  B.  Pillsbury  2nd  Impression 

COLERIDGE  AS  PHILOSOPHER  By  Prof  J.  H.  Muirhead 

CONTEMPORARY  AMERICAN  PHILOSOPHY  Edited  by  Prof  George 
P.  Adams  and  Prof  Wm  Pepperell  Montague  Two  Vols 

CONTEMPORARY  BRITISH  PHILOSOPHY  Edited  by  Prof  J.  H.  Muir¬ 
head  Two  Vols  in  One  3rd  Impression 

CONTEMPORARY  INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY  Edited  by  Radhakrishnan 
and  Prof  J.  H.  Muirhead 

DIALOGUES  ON  METAPHYSICS  By  Nicholas  Malebranche  Translated 
by  Morris  Ginsberg 

ELEMENTS  OF  CONSTRUCTIVE  PHILOSOPHY  By  Prof  J.  S. 
Mackenzie  2nd  Impression 

ETHICS  By  Nicolai  Hartmann  Translated  by  Stanton  Coit  Three  Vols 

GOD  AND  PERSONALITY  By  Prof  Clement  C.  J.  Webb  3^  Impression 

THE  GOOD  WILL:  A  STUDY  IN  THE  COHERENCE  THEORY  OF 
GOODNESS  By  Prof  H.  J.  Paton 

THE  GREAT  PROBLEMS  By  Bernardino  Varisco  Translated  by  Prof  R.  C. 
Lodge 

HEGEL’S  SCIENCE  OF  LOGIC  Translated  by  W.  H.  Johnston  and  L.  G. 
Siruthers  Two  Vols  2nd  Impression 

HISTORY  OF  ESTHETIC  By  Dr  B.  Bosanquet  4 th  Edition  5th 
Impression 

HISTORY  OF  ENGLISH  UTILITARIANISM  By  Prof  E.  Albee 

HISTORY  OF  PHILOSOPHY  By  J.  E.  Erdmann 

Vol.  I  Ancient  and  Mediaeval  5th  Impression 
Vol.  II  Modern  6th  Impression 
Vol.  Ill  Since  Hegel  7 th  Impression 

HISTORY  OF  PSYCHOLOGY  By  Prof  G.  S.  Brett  Edited  by  R.  S.  Peters 

Abridged  one  volume  edition 

HUMAN  KNOWLEDGE  By  Bertrand  Russell 

A  HUNDRED  YEARS  OF  BRITISH  PHILOSOPHY  By  Dr  Rudolf  Metz 
Translated  by  Prof  J.  W.  Harvey ,  Prof  T.  E.  Jessop,  Henry  Sturt  2nd 
Impression 

IDEAS:  A  General  Introduction  to  Pure  Phenomenology  By  Edmund 
Husserl  Translated  by  W.  R.  Boyce  Gibson 

IDENTITY  AND  REALITY  By  Emile  Meyerson  Translated  by  Kate 
Loewenberg 

INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY  By  Radhakrishnan  Two  Vols  Rev  2nd  Edition 

THE  INTELLIGIBLE  WORLD:  METAPHYSICS  AND  VALUE  By 
Prof  W.  M.  Urban 

INTRODUCTION  TO  MATHEMATICAL  PHILOSOPHY  By  Bertrand 
Russell  2nd  Edition  8th  Impression 


KANT’S  METAPHYSIC  OF  EXPERIENCE  By  Prof  H.  J.  Paton 

KNOW  THYSELF  By  Bernardino  Varisco  Translated  by  Dr  Guglielmo 
Salvadori 

LANGUAGE  AND  REALITY  By  Wilbur  Marshall  Urban 

MATTER  AND  MEMORY  By  Henri  Bergson  Translated  by  N.  M.  Paul 
and  W.  S.  Palmer  6th  Impression 

MODERN  PHILOSOPHY  By  Guido  de  Ruggiero  Translated  by  A.  Howard 
Hannay  and  R.  G.  Collingwood 

MORAL  SENSE  By  James  Bonar 

NATURAL  RIGHTS  By  D.  G.  Ritchie  3rd  Edition 

NATURE,  MIND  AND  MODERN  SCIENCE  By  E.  Harris 

THE  NATURE  OF  THOUGHT  By  Brand  Blanshard,  B.Sc.,  Ph.D.  2nd 
Impression 

THE  PHENOMENOLOGY  OF  MIND  By  G.  W.  F.  Hegel  Translated  by 
Sir  James  Baillie  Revised  2nd  Edition  3rd  Impression 

PHILOSOPHY  AND  POLITICAL  ECONOMY  By  J.  Bonar  4 th  Impression 

THE  PLATONIC  TRADITION  IN  ANGLO-SAXON  PHILOSOPHY  By 
Prof  J.  H.  Muirhead 

THE  PRINCIPAL  UPANISADS  By  Radhakrishnan 

SOME  MAIN  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY  By  G.  E.  Moore 

A  THEORY  OF  DIRECT  REALISM;  and  the  Relation  of  Realism  to 
Idealism  By  J.  E.  Turner 

THE  WAYS  OF  KNOWING:  or,  The  Methods  of  Philosophy  By  Prof 
W.  P.  Montague  4 th  Impression 

TIME  AND  FREE  WILL  By  Prof  Henri  Bergson  Translated  by  F.  G. 
Pogson  6th  Impression 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2017  with  funding  from 
Public.Resource.Org 


https://archive.org/details/indianphilosophy02hnan 


ftbe  flDuirbeab  Xtbran?  of  iPbilosopbip 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


by  Radhakrishnan 

RECOVERY  OF  FAITH 
EAST  AND  WEST 
THE  PRINCIPAL  UPANISADS 
RELIGION  AND  SOCIETY 
THE  BHAGAVADGlTA 
THE  HINDU  VIEW  OF  LIFE 
AN  IDEALIST  VIEW  OF  LIFE 

EAST  AND  WEST  IN  RELIGION 

( George  Allen  &  Unwin) 

EASTERN  RELIGIONS  AND  WESTERN 
THOUGHT 

(i Clarendon  Press,  Oxford) 

THE  DHAMMAPADA 

(■ Oxford  University  Press) 

INDIA  AND  CHINA 

IS  THIS  PEACE? 

GREAT  INDIANS 
{Hind  Kitabs,  Bombay) 

Edited  by  Radhakrishnan 

MAHATMA  GANDHI:  ESSAYS  AND  REFLECTIONS 

ON  HIS  WORK 

HISTORY  OF  PHILOSOPPIY  EASTERN 
AND  WESTERN 
{George  Allen  &>  Unwin) 

Edited  by  Radhakrishnan  and  J.  H.  Muirhead 

CONTEMPORARY  INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 
{Library  of  Philosophy) 

{George  Allen  Or  Unwin) 


by  A.  N.  Marlow 

RADHAKRISHNAN:  AN  ANTHOLOGY 

{George  Allen  Unwin) 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


BY 

RADHAKRISHNAN 


VOLUME  II 


NEW  YORK:  THE  MACMILLAN  COMPANY 
LONDON:  GEORGE  ALLEN  UNWIN  LTD 


FIRST  PUBLISHED  IN  I927 
REVISED  SECOND  EDITION,  I93I 
INDIAN  EDITION,  I94O 
FOURTH  IMPRESSION,  I94I 
FIFTH  IMPRESSION,  I948 
SIXTH  IMPRESSION,  I95I 
SEVENTH  IMPRESSION,  1956 


This  hook  is  copyright  under  the  Berne  Convention. 
Apart  from  any  fair  dealing  for  the  purposes  of 
private  study,  research,  criticism  or  review,  as 
permitted  under  the  Copyright  Act,  1911,  no 
portion  may  he  reproduced  by  any  process  without 
written  permission.  Enquiry  should  he  made  to 
the  publishers 


PRINTED  IN  GREAT  BRITAIN 
in  1 1  point  Old  Style  type 


BY  UNWIN  BROTHERS  LIMITED 
WOKING  AND  LONDON 


PREFACE  TO  THE  SECOND  EDITION 


I  have  utilised  the  opportunity  offered  by  the  Second  Edition 
to  correct  a  number  of  minor  errors  and  misprints,  and  to 
extract  in  a  few  doubtful  and  difficult  cases  the  Sanskrit 
originals  so  as  to  enable  the  reader  to  compare  the  interpreta- 

I 

tions  with  the  text.  These  latter  are  found  in  the  Notes  at 

j 

I  the  end  of  the  book,  which  also  include  material  intended  to 
clear  up  difficulties  or  bring  the  book  up-to-date. 

The  English  renderings  of  Sanskrit  texts  are  generally  based 
on  standard  translations  where  available,  and  these  are  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  bibliographical  references.  These  latter  are  in¬ 
tended  mainly  as  a  guide  to  the  literature  available  in  English, 
though  they  indirectly  point  the  way  to  the  whole  literature 
on  the  subject. 

I  have  to  thank  many  friends  and  critics  for  their  valuable 
suggestions.  I  am  specially  indebted  to  Professor  M.  Hiriyanna 
of  Mysore.  Among  others  who  helped  me  with  valuable 
advice  are  Mahamahopadhyaya  S.  Kuppuswami  £astri  of 
Madras  and  Mahamahopadhyaya  N.S.  Anantakrishna  Sastri 
of  Calcutta.  My  friend  and  colleague,  Mr.  K.  C.  Chatterji, 
checked  the  references,  and  my  thanks  are  due  to  him. 


September,  1930 


PREFACE  TO  THE  FIRST  EDITION 


In  this  volume,  which  is  devoted  to  the  discussion  of  the  six 
Brahmanical  systems,  I  have  adopted  the  same  plan  and 
method  of  treatment  as  in  the  first.  I  have  tried  to  adopt, 
what  is  acknowledged  to  be,  the  true  spirit  of  philosophical 
interpretation,  viz. ,  to  interpret  the  ancient  writers  and  their 
thoughts  at  their  best  and  relate  them  to  the  living  issues  of 
philosophy  and  religion.  Vacaspati  Misra,  who  commented 
on  almost  all  the  systems  of  Hindu  thought,  wrote  on  each, 
as  if  he  believed  in  its  doctrines.  In  presenting  intelligently 
tendencies  of  thought  matured  long  ago  and  embodied  in  a 
number  of  difficult  works,  it  has  been  necessary  to  select, 
emphasise  and  even  criticise  particular  aspects,  which  naturally 
betrays  the  direction  in  which  my  own  thinking  runs. 
Involving  as  the  work  does  so  many  decisions  on  points  of 
detail,  it  is,  perhaps,  too  much  to  hope  that  the  book  is  free 
from  errors  of  judgment ;  but  I  have  endeavoured  to  give  an 
objective  treatment  and  avoid  playing  tricks  with  the  evidence. 

I  should  repeat  here  that  my  discussion  is  not  to  be 
regarded  as  complete  in  any  sense  of  the  term,  for  almost 
every  chapter  deals  with  a  subject  to  which  a  fully  equipped 
specialist  devotes  a  lifetime  of  study.  Detailed  discussions  of 
particular  systems  require  separate  monographs.  My  task  is 
the  limited  one,  of  sketching  in  broad  outlines  the  different 
movements  of  thought,  their  motives  and  their  results.  I 
have  made  practically  no  attempt  to  deal  with  secondary 
variations  of  opinion  among  the  less  important  writers  of  the 
various  schools.  My  treatment  of  the  Saiva,  the  Sakta  and 
the  later  Vaisnava  systems,  which  belong  more  the  religious 
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history  than  to  the  philosophical  development  of  India,  has 
been  brief  and  summary.  I  shall  be  thoroughly  satisfied  if 
I  succeed  in  conveying  an  idea,  however  inadequate,  of  the 
real  spirit  of  the  several  phases  of  Indian  speculative  thought. 

If  this  volume  is  slightly  more  difficult  than  the  previous 
one,  I  hope  it  will  be  felt  that  the  difficulty  is  not  entirely 
of  my  making,  but  is  to  some  extent  inherent  in  the  subject 
and  in  the  close  thinking  which  its  study  involves.  To  con¬ 
dense  a  mass  of  facts  into  a  clear  narrative  which  can  be 
followed  by  the  reader  without  bewilderment  or  boredom  is 
a  task  which  I  felt  to  be  more  than  what  I  could  compass. 
It  is  for  the  reader  to  judge  how  far  I  have  succeeded  in  my 
attempt  to  steer  a  middle  course  between  looseness  and 
pedantry.  To  help  the  general  reader,  the  more  technical 
and  textual  discussions  are  printed  in  small  type. 

In  the  preparation  of  this  volume  I  have  found,  not  only 
the  Sanskrit  texts  of  the  different  schools,  but  also  the  writings 
of  Deussen  and  Keith,  Thibaut  and  Garbe,  Ganganath  Jha 
and  Vidyabhusan,  very  helpful.  I  am  greatly  indebted  to 
my  friends,  Mr.  V.  Subrahmanya  Aiyar  and  Professor  J.  S. 
Mackenzie,  for  their  kindness  in  reading  considerable  parts  of 
the  MS.  and  the  proofs,  and  making  many  valuable  suggestions. 
Professor  A.  Berriedale  Keith  was  good  enough  to  read  the 
proofs,  and  the  book  has  profited  much  by  his  critical 
comments.  My  deepest  thanks,  however,  are  due,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  first  volume,  to  the  General  Editor,  Professor 
J.  H.  Muirhead,  who  gave  to  the  work  much  of  his  time  and 
thought.  But  for  his  generous  assistance,  the  defects  of  the 
book — whatever  they  may  be — would  have  been  very  much 
greater.  The  printing  of  the  work  involved  considerable 
trouble,  and  I  am  glad  that  it  has  been  extraordinarily  well 
done. 


December  1926 
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PART  III 


THE  SIX  BRAHMANICAL  SYSTEMS 


CHAPTER  I 


INTRODUCTION 


The  spirit  of  the  age — The  Darsanas — Astika  and  Nastika — Sutra 
literature — Date — Common  ideas — The  six  systems. 


I 

The  Rise  of  the  Systems 

The  age  of  Buddha  represents  the  great  springtide  of  philo¬ 
sophic  spirit  in  India.  The  progress  of  philosophy  is  generally 
due  to  a  powerful  attack  on  a  historical  tradition  when  men 
feel  themselves  compelled  to  go  back  on  their  steps  and  raise 
once  more  the  fundamental  questions  which  their  fathers  had 
disposed  of  by  the  older  schemes.  The  revolt  of  Buddhism 
and  Jainism,  even  such  as  it  was,  forms  an  era  in  the  history 
of  Indian  thought,  since  it  finally  exploded  the  method  of 
dogmatism  and  helped  to  bring  about  a  critical  point  of  view. 
For  the  great  Buddhist  thinkers,  logic  was  the  main  arsenal 
where  were  forged  the  weapons  of  universal  destructive 
criticism.  Buddhism  served  as  a  cathartic  in  clearing  the 
mind  of  the  cramping  effects  of  ancient  obstructions. 
Scepticism,  when  it  is  honest,  helps  to  reorganise  belief  on 
its  natural  foundations.  The  need  for  laying  the  foundations 
deeper  resulted  in  the  great  movement  of  philosophy  which 
produced  the  six  systems  of  thought,  where  cold  criticism  and 
analysis  take  the  place  of  poetry  and  religion.  The  conser¬ 
vative  schools  were  compelled  to  codify  their  views  and  set 
forth  logical  defences  of  them.  The  critical  side  of  philosophy 
became  as  important  as  the  speculative.  The  philosophical 
views  of  the  presystematic  period  set  forth  some  general 
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and  Badarayana’s  Uttara  MImamsa  or  the  Vedanta.1  They 
are  the  Brahmanical  systems,  since  they  all  accept  the  authority 
of  the  Vedas.  The  systems  of  thought  which  admit  the 
validity  of  the  Vedas  are  called  astika,  and  those  which 
repudiate  it  nastika.  The  astika,  or  nastika  character  of  a 
system  does  not  depend  on  its  positive  or  negative  conclusions 
regarding  the  nature  of  the  supreme  spirit,  but  on  the  accept¬ 
ance  or  non-acceptance  of  the  authority  of  the  Vedas.3  Even 
the  schools  of  Buddhism  have  their  origin  in  the  Upanisads  ; 
though  they  are  not  regarded  as  orthodox,  since  they  do  not 
accept  the  authority  of  the  Vedas.  Kumarila,  a  great 
authority  on  these  questions,  admits  that  the  Buddhist 
systems  owe  their  inspiration  to  the  Upanisads,  argues  that 
they  were  put  forth  with  the  purpose  of  checking  the  excessive 
attachment  to  sensuous  objects,  and  declares  that  they  aie 
all  authoritative  systems  of  thought.  3 

The  acceptance  of  the  Veda  is  a  practical  admission  that 
spiritual  experience  is  a  greater  light  in  these  matters  than 
intellectual  reason.  It  does  not  mean  either  full  agreement 
with  all  the  doctrines  of  the  Veda  or  admission  of  any  belief 
in  the  existence  of  God.  It  means  only  a  serious  attempt  to 
solve  the  ultimate  mystery  of  existence  ;  for  even  the  infalli¬ 
bility  of  the  Veda  is  not  admitted  by  the  schools  in  the  same 
sense.  As  we  shall  see,  the  Vaisesika  and  the  Nyaya  accept 
God  as  the  result  of  inference.  The  Samkhya  is  not  a  theism. 
The  Yoga  is  practically  independent  of  the  Veda.  The  two 
MImamsas  are  more  directly  dependent  on  the  Vedas.  The 
Purva  MImamsa  derives  the  general  conception  of  deity  from 
the  Vedas,  but  is  not  anxious  about  the  supreme  spirit.  The 
Uttara  MImamsa  accepts  God  on  the  basis  of  £ruti  assisted 
by  inference,  while  realisation  of  God  can  be  had  through 
meditation  and  jnana.  Theistically  minded  thinkers  of  a  later 
day  declined  to  include  the  Samkhya  under  orthodox  darsanas.4 

1  Haribhadra,  in  his  Saddarsanasamuccaya,  discusses  the  Buddhist,  the 
Naiyayika,  and  the  Samkhya,  the  Jaina,  the  Vaisesika,  and  the  Jaiminiya 
systems  (i.  3).  Jinadatta  and  Rajasekhara  agree  with  this  view. 

*  Pramanyabuddhir  vedesu.  Manu  says  that  a  nastika  is  he  who  despises 
the  Vedas.  Nastiko  vedanindakah  (ii.  11).  See  M.B.,  xii.  270.  67. 

3  Tantravarttika,  i.  3.  2,  p.  81. 

4  In  Bhlmacarya's  Nyayakosa  the  astika  is  said  to  be  paralokadyastitva- 
vadi  and  nastika  as  vedamargam  ananurundhanah.  He  includes  Samkhya 
and  the  Advaita  Vedanta  under  the  latter.  “  Mayavadivedanty  api  nastika 
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The  philosophical  character  of  the  systems  is  not  much 
compromised  by  the  acceptance  of  the  Veda.1  The  dis¬ 
tinction  between  sruti  and  smrti  is  well  known,  and  where  the 
two  conflict,  the  former  is  to  prevail.  The  sruti  itself  is 
divided  into  the  karmakanda  (the  Samhitas  and  the  Brahmanas 
and  the  jnanakanda  (the  Upanisads).  The  latter  is  of  higher 
value,  though  much  of  it  is  set  aside  as  mere  arthavada  or 
non-essential  statements.  All  these  distinctions  enable  one 
to  treat  the  Vedic  testimony  in  a  very  liberal  spirit.  The 
interpretations  of  the  Vedic  texts  depend  on  the  philosophical 
predilections  of  the  authors.  While  employing  logical  methods 
and  arriving  at  truths  agreeable  to  reason,  they  were  yet 
anxious  to  preserve  their  continuity  with  the  ancient  texts. 
They  did  not  wish  it  to  be  thought  that  they  were  enunciating 
something  completely  new.  While  this  may  involve  a  certain 
want  of  frankness  with  themselves,  it  helped  the  spread  of 
what  they  regarded  as  the  truth.2  Critics  and  commentators 
of  different  schools  claim  for  their  views  the  sanction  of  the 
Veda  and  exercise  their  ingenuity  in  forcing  that  sanction 
when  it  is  not  spontaneously  yielded.  In  the  light  of  the 
controversies  of  subsequent  times,  they  read  into  the  language 
of  the  Vedas  opinions  on  questions  of  which  they  knew  little 
or  nothing.  The  general  conceptions  of  the  Vedas  were 
neither  definite  nor  detailed,  and  so  allowed  themselves  to 
be  handled  and  fashioned  in  different  ways  by  different  schools 
of  thought.  Besides,  the  very  vastness  of  the  Vedas,  from 


eva  paryavasane  sampadyate."  Kumarila  regards  the  Samkhya,  the  Yoga, 
the  Pancaratra  and  the  Pasupata  systems  as  being  opposed  to  the  Veda 
as  much  as  Buddhism  (Tantravarttika,  i.  3.  4). 

1  What  Keith  says  of  the  Nyaya  and  the  Vaisesika  is  true  of  the  other 
systems  as  well.  “  The  systems  are  indeed  orthodox  and  admit  the 
authority  of  the  sacred  scriptures,  but  they  attack  the  problems  of  existence 
with  human  means,  and  scripture  serves  for  all  practical  purposes  but  to 
lend  sanctity  to  results  which  are  achieved  not  only  without  its  aid,  but 
often  in  very  dubious  harmony  with  its  tenets  ”  (I.L.A.,  p.  3). 

»  Cp.  Goethe  :  "  Some  very  intelligent  and  brilliant  men  appeared,  in 
this  respect,  like  butterflies  which,  quite  oblivious  of  their  chrysalis  state, 
threw  away  the  covering  in  which  they  had  grown  to  their  organic  maturity. 
Others,  more  faithful  and  more  modest,  could  be  compared  with  flowers, 
which,  though  developing  into  beautiful  blossoms,  do  not  leave  the  root 
nor  separate  themselves  from  the  mother  stem,  but  rather  through  this 
connection  bring  the  hoped-for  fruit  to  ripeness"  (quoted  in  Merz :  European 
Thought  in  the  Nineteenth  Century,  vol.  iv,  p.  134,  fn.  1). 
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which  the  authors  could  select  out  of  free  conviction  any 
portion  for  their  authority,  allowed  room  for  original  thought. 

The  religious  motive  of  philosophical  speculations  accounts 
for  the  apparently  miscellaneous  character  of  the  contents  of 
the  systems.  The  eternity  of  sound  doctrine  is  more  a 
theological  than  a  philosophical  problem,  related  as  it  is  to 
the  doctrine  of  Vedic  infallibility.  Every  system  is  an 
admixture  of  logic  and  psychology,  metaphysics  and  religion. 

Ill 

The  Sutras 

When  the  Vedic  literature  became  unwieldy  and  the  Vedic 
thinkers  were  obliged  to  systematise  their  views,  the  Sutra 
literature  arose.  The  principal  tenets  of  the  dar£anas  are 
stated  in  the  form  of  sutras  or  short  aphorisms.  They  are 
intended  to  be  as  short  as  possible,  free  from  doubt,  able  to 
bring  out  the  essential  meaning  and  put  an  end  to  many 
doubts  ;  and  they  must  not  contain  anything  superfluous  or 
erroneous.1  They  try  to  avoid  all  unnecessary  repetition  and 
employ  great  economy  of  words.2  The  ancient  writers  had 
no  temptation  to  be  diffuse,  since  they  had  to  rely  more  on 
memory  than  on  printed  books.  This  extreme  conciseness 
makes  it  difficult  to  understand  the  Sutras  without  a 
commentary. 

The  different  systems  developed  in  different  centres  of 
philosophical  activity.  The  views  had  been  growing  up 
through  many  generations  even  before  they  were  summed 
up  in  the  Sutras.  They  are  not  the  work  of  one  thinker  or 
of  one  age  but  of  a  succession  of  thinkers  spread  over  a  number 
of  generations.  As  the  Sutras  presuppose  a  period  of  gestation 
and  of  formation,  it  is  difficult  for  us  to  trace  their  origin. 
There  are  no  absolute  beginnings  for  spiritual  possessions. 

*  Alpaksaram  asamdigdham  saravad  vi§vatomukham 

Astobhain  anavadyam  ca  sutrarh  sutravido  viduh 

(Madhva  on  B.S.,  i.  I.  i).  See  Jayatirtha’s  Nyayasudhd,  i.  i.  i  ;  Bhamatt, 

i,  i.  i. 

1  The  remark  that  “  a  grammarian  rejoices  in  the  economising  of  half  a 
short  vowel  as  much  as  he  does  on  the  birth  of  a  son  "  points  to  the  ideal  of 
the  rigid  economy  of  words. 
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The  Sutras  are  the  outcome  of  a  series  of  past  efforts  and 
“  occupy  a  strictly  central  position  summarising,  on  the  one 
hand,  a  series  of  early  literary  essays  extending  over  many 
generations,  and  forming,  on  the  other  hand,  the  headspring 
of  an  ever-broadening  activity  of  commentators  as  well  as 
virtually  independent  writers,  which  reaches  down  to  our  days 
and  may  yet  have  some  future  before  itself/’  1  The  systems 
must  have  evolved  at  a  much  earlier  period  than  that  in 
which  the  Sutras  were  formulated.  The  whole  tone  and 
manner  of  the  philosophical  Sutras  suggests  that  they  belong 
approximately  to  the  same  period.2  The  authors  of  the 
Sutras  are  not  the  founders  or  originators  of  the  systems  but 
only  their  compilers  or  formulators.  This  fact  accounts  for 
the  cross  references  in  the  philosophical  Sutras,  and  it  must 
be  noted  that  the  various  systems  had  been  growing  side  by 
side  with  one  another  during  the  period  which  preceded  the 
formation  of  the  Sutras.  To  the  early  centuries  after  Buddha 
and  before  the  Christian  era  belongs  the  crystallisation  of  the 
different  systems  out  of  the  complex  solution.  Oral  tradition 
and  not  books  were  the  repositories  of  the  philosophical  views. 
It  may  be  that,  through  lapse  of  oral  tradition,  several 
important  works  perished,  and  many  of  those  that  have 
reached  us  are  not  even  pure.  Some  of  the  earlier  important 
Sutras,  as  the  Brhaspati  Sutras,  Vaikhanasa  Sutras  and 
Bhiksu  Sutras,  as  well  as  large  quantities  of  philosophical 
literature,  are  lost  to  us,  and  with  them  also  much  useful 
information  about  the  chronological  relations  of  the  different 
systems.  Max  Muller  assigns  the  gradual  formation  of  the 
Sutras  to  the  period  from  Buddha  to  Asoka,  though  he  admits 
that,  in  the  cases  of  the  Vedanta,  the  Samkhya  and  the  Yoga, 
a  long  previous  development  has  to  be  allowed.  This  view 
is  confirmed  by  the  evidence  of  Kautilya’s  Arthasastra.  Up 
till  then,  the  orthodox  Anviksiki  or  logical  systems  were 
divided  mainly  into  two  schools,  the  Purva  Mimamsa  and  the 
Samkhya.  Though  the  references  in  Buddhist  texts  are  very 

1  Thibaut :  Introduction  to  S.B.,  p.  xii. 

*  In  some  form  the  different  systems  must  have  existed  before  the 
Christian  era.  The  early  sacred  literature  of  the  Jainas  mentions  the 
systems  of  Vaisesika,  Buddhism,  Samkhya,  Lokayata  and  Sastitantra 
(Weber’s  Sanskrit  Literature,  p.  236,  n.  249)  See  also  Lalitavistara,  xii ; 
Carakasamhitd  ;  M.B.,  Narayanlya  section. 
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vague,  it  may  be  said  that  the  Buddhist  Sutras  assume  a 
knowledge  of  the  six  systems.  The  vivid  intellectual  life  of 
the  early  centuries  after  Buddha  flowed  in  many  streams 
parallel  to  one  another,  though  the  impulse  to  codify  them 
was  due  to  the  reaction  against  the  systems  of  revolt.  These 
systems  of  thought  undergo  modifications  at  the  hands  of 
later  interpreters,  though  the  resultant  system  is  still  fathered 
on  the  original  systematiser.  The  philosophy  of  the  Vedanta 
is  called  Vyasa’s,  though  Samkara,  Ramanuja  and  a  host  of 
others  introduced  vital  changes  of  doctrine.  The  greatest 
thinkers  of  India  profess  to  be  simply  scholiasts  ;  but  in.  their 
attempts  to  expound  the  texts,  they  improve  on  them.  Each 
system  has  grown  in  relation  to  others  which  it  keeps  always 
in  view.  The  development  of  the  six  systems*  has  been  in 
progress  till  the  present  day,  the  successive  interpreters 
defending  the  tradition  against  the  attacks  of  its  opponents. 

In  the  case  of  every  darsana,  we  have  first  of  all  a  period 
of  philosophic  fermentation,  which  at  a  particular  stage  is 
reduced  to  sutras  or  aphorisms.  This  is  succeeded  by  the 
writing  of  commentaries  on  the  aphorisms,  which  are  followed 
by  glosses,  expositions  and  explanatory  compendia,  in  which 
the  original  doctrines  undergo  modifications,  corrections  and 
amplifications.  The  commentaries  use  the  form  of  the  dia¬ 
logue,  which  has  come  down  from  the  time  of  the  Upanisads 
as  the  only  adequate  form  for  the  exposition  of  a  complex 
theme.  The  commentator  by  means  of  the  dialogue  is  enabled 
to  show  the  relation  of  the  view  he  is  expounding  to  the 
diverse  trains  of  thought  suggested  by  the  rival  interlocutors. 
The  ideas  are  restated  and  their  superiority  to  other  con¬ 
ceptions  established. 


IV 

Common  Ideas 

The  six  systems  agree  on  certain  essentials.1  The  accept- 

*  “  The  longer  I  have  studied  the  various  systems,  the  more  have  I 
become  impressed  with  the  truth  of  the  view  taken  by  Vijnanabhijksu  and 
others  that  there  is  behind  the  variety  of  the  six  systems  a  common  fund 
of  what  may  be  called  national  or  popular  philosophy,  a  large  manasa  lake 
of  philosophical  thought  and  language  far  away  in  the  distant  North  and 
in  the  distant  past,  from  which  each  thinker  was  allowed  to  draw  for  his 
own  purposes  "  (Max  Muller  :  S.S.,  p.  xvii). 
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ance  of  the  Veda  implies  that  all  the  systems  have  drawn 
from  a  common  reservoir  of  thought.  The  Hindu  teachers 
were  obliged  to  use  the  heritage  they  received  from  the  past, 
in  order  to  make  their  views  readily  understood.  While  the 
use  of  the  terms  avidya,  may  a,  purusa,  jlva  shows  that  the 
dialect  of  speculation  is  common  to  the  different  systems,  it 
is  to  be  noted  that  the  systems  are  distinguished  by  the 
different  significations  assigned  to  those  terms  in  the  different 
schools.  It  frequently  happens  in  the  history  of  thought  that 
the  same  terms  and  phrases  are  used  by  different  schools  in 
senses  which  are  essentially  distinct.  Each  system  sets  forth 
its  special  doctrine  by  using,  with  necessary  modifications, 
the  current  language  of  the  highest  religious  speculation.  In 
the  systems,  philosophy  becomes  self-conscious.  The  spiritual 
experiences  recorded  in  the  Vedas  are  subjected  to  a  logical 
criticism.  The  question  of  the  validity  and  means  of  know¬ 
ledge  forms  an  important  chapter  of  each  system.  Each 
philosophical  scheme  has  its  own  theory  of  knowledge,  which 
is  an  integral  part  or  a  necessary  consequence  of  its  meta¬ 
physics.  Intuition,  inference  and  the  Veda  are  accepted 
by  the  systems.  Reason  is  subordinated  to  intuition.  Life 
cannot  be  comprehended  in  its  fulness  by  logical  reason. 
Self-consciousness  is  not  the  ultimate  category  of  the  universe. 
There  is  something  transcending  the  consciousness  of  self,  to 
which  many  names  are  given — Intuition,  Revelation,  Cosmic 
Consciousness,  and  God- vision.  We  cannot  describe  it  ade¬ 
quately,  so  we  call  it  the  super-consciousness.  When  we  now 
and  then  have  glimpses  of  this  higher  form,  we  feel  that  it 
involves  a  purer  illumination  and  a  wider  compass.  As  the 
difference  between  mere  consciousness  and  self-consciousness 
constitutes  the  wide  gulf  separating  the  animal  from  man,  so 
the  difference  between  self-consciousness  and  super-conscious¬ 
ness  constitutes  all  the  difference  between  man  as  he  is  and  man 
as  he  ought  to  be.  The  philosophy  of  India  takes  its  stand 
on  the  spirit  which  is  above  mere  logic,  and  holds  that  culture 
based  on  mere  logic  or  science  may  be  efficient,  but  cannot  be 
inspiring. 

All  the  systems  protest  against  the  scepticism  of  the 
Buddhists,  and  erect  a  standard  of  objective  reality  and 
truth  as  opposed  to  an  eternal,  unstable  flux.  The  stream  0} 
the  world  has  been  flowing  on  from  eternity,  and  this  flow  is 


26 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


not  merely  mental,  but  is  objective  ;  and  it  is  traced  to  the 
eternal  prakrti  or  maya  or  atoms.  “  That  in  which  the 
world  resides,  when  divested  of  name  and  form,  some  call 
prakrti,  others  maya,  others  atoms."  1  It  is  assumed  that 
whatever  has  a  beginning  has  an  end.  Everything  that  is 
made  up  of  parts  can  be  neither  eternal  nor  self-subsistent. 
The  true  individual  is  indivisible.  The  real  is  not  the  universe 
extended  in  space  and  time  ;  for  its  nature  is  becoming  and 
not  being.  There  is  something  deeper  than  this — atoms  and 
souls,  or  purusa  and  prakrti,  or  Brahman. 

All  the  systems  accept  the  view  of  the  great  world  rhythm. 
Vast  periods  of  creation,  maintenance  and  dissolution  follow 
each  other  in  endless  succession.  This  theory  is  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  belief  in  progress  ;  for  it  is  not  a  question  of  the 
movement  of  the  world  reaching  its  goal  times  without  number, 
and  being  again  forced  back  to  its  starting-point.  Creations 
and  dissolutions  do  not  mean  the  fresh  rise  and  the  total 
destruction  of  the  cosmos.  The  new  universe  forms  the  next 
stage  of  the  history  of  the  cosmos,  where  the  unexhausted 
potencies  of  good  and  evil  are  provided  with  the  opportunities 
of  fulfilment.  It  means  that  the  race  of  man  enters  upon  and 
retravels  its  ascending  path  of  realisation.  This  interminable 
succession  of  world  ages  has  no  beginning. 

Except  perhaps  the  Purva  Mimamsa,  all  the  systems  aim  at 
the  practical  end  of  salvation.  The  systems  mean  by  release 
(moksa)  the  recovery  by  the  soul  of  its  natural  integrity, 
from  which  sin  and  error  drive  it.  All  the  systems  have  for 
their  ideal  complete  mental  poise  and  freedom  from  the 
discords  and  uncertainties,  sorrows  and  sufferings  of  life,  “  a 
repose  that  ever  is  the  same,"  which  no  doubts  disturb  and 
no  rebirths  break  into.  The  conception  of  jivanmukti,  or 
liberation  in  life,  is  admitted  in  many  schools. 

It  is  a  fundamental  belief  of  the  Hindus  that  the  universe 
is  law-abiding  to  the  core,  and  yet  that  man  is  free  to  shape 
his  own  destiny  in  it. 

Our  actions  still  pursue  us  from  afar. 

And  what  we  have  been  makes  us  what  we  are. 

•  Vijnanabhiksu  quotes  from  Brhadvasistha  in  his  Yogavdrttika  : 
Namarupavinirmuktarh  yasmin  samtisthate  jagat 
Tam  ahub  prakrtirh  kecin  mayam  anye  pare  tv  anun 
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The  systems  believe  in  rebirth  and  preexistence.  Our  life  is 
a  step  on  a  road,  the  direction  and  goal  of  which  are  lost  in 
the  infinite.  On  this  road,  death  is  never  an  end  or  an 
obstacle  but  at  most  the  beginning  of  new  steps.  The  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  soul  is  a  continuous  process,  though  it  is  broken 
into  stages  by  the  recurring  baptism  of  death. 

Philosophy  carries  us  to  the  gates  of  the  promised  land, 
but  cannot  let  us  in  ;  for  that,  insight  or  realisation  is  neces¬ 
sary.  We  are  like  children  stranded  in  the  darkness  of 
samsara,  with  no  idea  of  our  true  nature,  and  inclined  to 
imagine  fears  and  to  cling  to  hopes  in  the  gloom  that  surrounds 
us.  Hence  arises  the  need  for  light,  which  will  free  us  from 
the  dominion  of  passions  and  show  us  the  real,  which  we 
unwittingly  are,  and  the  unreal  in  which  we  ignorantly  live. 
Such  a  kind  of  insight  is  admitted  as  the  sole  means  to 
salvation,  though  there  are  differences  regarding  the  object 
of  insight.1  The  cause  of  bondage  is  ignorance,  and  so  release 
can  be  had  through  insight  into  the  truth.  The  ideal  of  the 
systems  is  practically  to  transcend  the  merely  ethical  level. 
The  holy  man  is  compared  to  the  fair  lotus  unsullied  by  the 
mire  in  which  it  grows.  In  his  case  the  good  is  no  more  a 
goal  to  be  striven  after,  but  is  an  accomplished  fact.  While 
virtue  and  vice  may  lead  to  a  good  or  bad  life  within  the 
circle  of  samsara,  we  can  escape  from  samsara  through  the 
transcending  of  the  moralistic  individualism.  All  systems 
recognise  as  obligatory  unselfish  love  and  disinterested  activity, 
and  insist  on  cittasuddhi  (cleansing  of  the  heart)  as  essential 
to  all  moral  culture.  In  different  degrees  they  adhere  to  the 
rules  of  caste  (varna)  and  stages  of  life  (asrama). 

A  history  of  Indian  philosophy,  as  we  noted  in  the  Intro¬ 
duction,2  is  beset  with  innumerable  difficulties.  The  dates  of 
the  principal  writers  and  their  works  are  not  free  from  doubt ; 
and  in  some  cases  the  historicity  of  well-known  authors  is 
contested  While  many  of  the  relevant  works  are  not  avail¬ 
able,  even  the  few  that  are  published  have  not  all  been 
critically  studied.  A  historical  treatment  of  Indian  philosophy 

1  Even  the  Buddhist  thinker  Dharmakirti  opens  his  Nyayabindu  with 
the  remark  that  all  fulfilment  of  human  desires  is  preceded  by  right  know¬ 
ledge.  Samyagjnanapurvika  sarvapurusarthasiddhi^i  (i) 

*  I  P..  vol.  i. 


vol.  n 
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has  not  been  taken  up  by  the  great  Indian  thinkers  them¬ 
selves.  Madhava  in  his  Sarvadarsanasamgraha  treats  of  six¬ 
teen  different  darsanas.  In  the  first  volume  we  dealt  with 
the  materialist,  the  Buddhist  and  the  Jaina  views.  In  this 
we  propose  to  deal  with  the  Nyaya,  the  Vaisesika,  the  Samkhya, 
the  Yoga,  the  Purva  Mimarhsa  and  the  Vedanta  darsanas. 
The  four  schools  of  Saivism  and  those  of  Ramanuja,  the  Purna- 
prajha  are  founded  on  the  Vedanta  Sutra  and  attempt  to 
interpret  it  in  different  ways.  Panini's  system  is  of  little 
philosophical  significance.  It  accepts  the  MImamsa  view  of 
the  eternity  of  sound  and  develops  the  theory  of  sphota  or 
the  indivisible  unitary  factor  latent  in  every  word  as  the 
vehicle  of  its  significance.  Of  these  six  systems,  the  Vaisesika 
is  not  very  much  in  honour,  while  the  Nyaya  on  its  logical 
side  is  popular  and  finds  many  devotees,  especially  in  Bengal. 
The  Yoga  in  its  practical  form  is  practised  by  a  few,  while 
the  Purva  Mimarhsa  is  closely  related  to  Hindu  law.  The 
Samkhya  is  not  a  living  faith,  while  the  Vedanta  in  its  different 
forms  pervades  the  whole  atmosphere.  In  dealing  with  the 
six  systems  of  Hindu  thought,  we  shall  confine  our  attention 
to  the  great  classics,  the  Sutras  as  well  as  their  chief  com¬ 
mentators.  With  regard  to  almost  all  the  thinkers  of  recent 
times- — of  course  there  are  exceptions — their  metaphysical 
contributions  do  not  seem  to  be  sufficiently  impressive.  Their 
learning  is  prodigious  ;  but  they  belong  to  the  period  of 
decadence,  where  the  tendency  to  comment  and  recast  cease¬ 
lessly  takes  the  place  of  creation  and  construction.  There  are 
too  many  concessions  to  dogma,  too  much  attachment  to  the 
mystifying  elaboration  of  the  obvious  and,  by  reason  of  the 
warping  theological  bias  and  metaphysical  sterility,  do  not 
deserve  any  great  attention. 

In  obedience  to  custom,  which  it  would  be  vain  to  try  to 
unsettle,  we  shall  start  with  the  Nyaya  and  the  Vaisesika 
theories,  which  give  us  an  analysis  of  the  world  of  experience, 
and  pass  on  to  the  Samkhya  and  the  Yoga,  which  try  to  explain 
experience  by  bold  speculative  ventures  ;  and  we  shall  con¬ 
clude  with  a  discussion  of  the  Mlmamsas,  which  attempt  to 
show  that  the  revelations  of  6ruti  are  in  harmony  with  the 
conclusions  of  philosophy.  Such  a  treatment  has  at  least  the 
support  of  sound  logic  though  not  of  sound  chronology. 


CHAPTER  II 
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The  Nyaya  and  the  Vaisesika — The  beginnings  of  the  Nyaya — Litera¬ 
ture  and  history — Aim  and  scope — The  nature  of  definition — Perception 
— Its  analysis  and  kinds — Inference — Syllogism — Induction — Causation 
— Plurality  of  causes — Asatkaryavada — Criticism  of  the  Nyaya  view  of 
causation — Comparison — Verbal  knowledge — Authoritativeness  of  the 
Vedas — Other  forms  of  knowledge — Aitihya  and  Arthapatti,  Sambhava 
and  Abhava — Tarka,  Vada,  Nigrahasthana — Memory — Doubt — Fallacies 
— Truth,  its  nature  and  criterion — Theories  of  error — The  Nyaya  theory 
of  knowledge  examined — The  world  of  nature — The  individual  soul — 
Samsara — Moksa — Criticism  of  the  Nyaya  theory  of  soul  and  its  relation 
to  consciousness — Ethics — Proofs  for  the  existence  of  God — Conclusion. 


I 

The  Nyaya  and  the  Vaisesika 

While  the  other  systems  of  Indian  thought  are  mainly 
speculative,  in  the  sense  that  they  deal  with  the  universe  as 
a  whole,  the  Nyaya  and  the  Vaisesika  represent  the  analytic 
type  of  philosophy,  and  uphold  common  sense  and  science, 
instead  of  dismissing  them  as  “  moonbeams  from  the  larger 
lunacy.”  What  is  distinctive  of  these  schools,  is  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  a  method,  which  their  adherents  regard  as  that  of 
science,  to  material  which  has  hitherto  been  treated  in  quite 
a  different  way.  Applying  the  methods  of  logical  inquiry 
an <3  criticism,  they  endeavour  to  show  that  these  do  not 
warrant  the  conclusions  which  the  Buddhist  thinkers  derived 
from  them,  and  that  logic  does  not  compel  us  to  disperse 
the  unity  and  pattern  of  life  into  its  fleeting  moments.  They 
are  interested  mainly  in  averting  the  sceptical  consequences 
of  the  Buddhist  phenomenalism,  which  merged  external  reality 
in  the  ideas  of  mind.  They  seek  to  restore  the  traditional 

substances,  the  soul  within  and  nature  without,  but  not  on  the 
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basis  of  mere  authority.  The  general  scepticism  which  set  in 
like  a  flood,  could  not  be  checked  by  a  mere  resort  to  faith, 
when  its  citadel  was  attacked  by  the  heretical  thinkers  who 
presumably  took  their  stand  on  the  evidence  of  the  senses 
and  the  conclusions  of  reason.  Only  by  a  thorough  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  modes  and  sources  of  correct  knowledge  can  the 
ends  of  life  and  religion  be  truly  met.  What  is  supplied  to 
us  by  scripture  or  the  evidence  of  the  senses  must  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  a  critical  inquiry,  as  the  etymological  meaning  of 
the  word  anvlksiki  suggests.1  The  Naiyayika  is  willing  to 
admit  as  true  whatever  is  established  by  reason.2 3  Vatsyayana 
and  Uddyotakara  urge  that  if  the  Nyaya  philosophy  dealt 
only  with  the  nature  of  the  soul  and  its  released  condition, 
there  would  not  be  much  to  distinguish  the  Nyaya  from  the 
Upanisads  which  also  treat  of  these  problems.  That  which 
gives  distinction  to  the  Nyaya  is  its  critical  treatment  of 
metaphysical  problems.  Vacaspati  defines  the  purpose  of  the 
Nyaya  as  a  critical  examination  of  the  objects  of  knowledge 
by  means  of  the  canons  of  logical  proof.  3 

The  Nyaya  and  the  Vaisesika  take  up  the  ordinary  stock 
notions  of  traditional  philosophy,  as  space,  time,  cause,  matter, 
mind,  soul  and  knowledge,  explore  their  significance  for 
experience,  and  set  forth  the  results  in  the  form  of  a  theory 
of  the  universe.  The  logical  and  the  physical  departments 
become  the  predominant  features  in  these  traditions.  The 
Nyaya  and  the  Vaisesika  take  up  respectively  the  world 
within  and  the  world  without.  The  Nyaya  describes  at  great 
length  the  mechanism  of  knowledge  and  argues  vigorously 
against  the  scepticism  which  declares  that  nothing  is  certain. 
The  Vaisesika  has  for  its  main  objective  the  analysis  of  experi¬ 
ence.  It  formulates  general  conceptions  which  apply  to 
things  known,  whether  by  the  senses  or  by  inference  or  by 
authority.  Adopting  such  an  attitude,  it  is  no  wonder  that 

1  Pratyaksagamabhyam  aksiptasya  anviksa  taya  vartata  ity  anvlksiki 
(N.B.,  i.  i.  i).  Again  :  “  It  is  called  anviksa  or  investigation,  since  it 

consists  in  the  reviewing  (anu-Iksana)  of  a  thing  previously  apprehended 
(Iksita)  by  perception  and  verbal  testimony”  (N.B.,  i.  i.  i).  Logic  is  the 
science  of  second  intentions,  as  Aristotle  would  say  It  is  essentially  the 
reflection  of  knowledge  on  itself. 

*  Buddhya  yad  upapannam  tat  sarvam  nyayamatam. 

3  Cf.  Pramapair  arthaparllcsanam  (N.  B.  and  N.V.T.T.,  i.  i.  i). 
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the  Nyaya  and  the  Vaisesika  systems  advocate  belief  in 
individual  souls  as  substantial  beings,  interacting  with  a  whole 
environing  system  of  things. 

The  two  systems  had  been  for  long  treated  as  parts  of 
one  whole.  It  is  sometimes  suggested  that  they  branched 
off  as  independent  streams  from  the  same  original  source, 
which  treated  of  things  known  and  the  means  of  knowledge. 
It  is,  however,  difficult  to  be  certain  on  this  point.  The 
later  works  regard  these  systems  as  forming  parts  of  one 
discipline.1  Even  in  the  Nyaya  Bhasya  of  Vatsyayana,  the 
two  are  not  kept  distinct.  The  Vaisesika  is  used  as  a  supple¬ 
ment  to  the  Nyaya.2  Uddyotakara’s  Nyayavarttika  uses  the 
Vaisesika  doctrines.  Jacobi  observes  that  “  the  fusion  of  these 
two  schools  began  early  and  seems  to  have  been  complete  at 
the  time  when  the  Nyayavarttika  was  written.”  3  Many  of 
the  Nyaya  sutras  presuppose  the  tenets  of  the  Vaisesika. 
They  are  called  samanat antra  or  allied  systems,  since  they 
both  believe  in  a  plurality  of  souls,  a  personal  God,  an  atomic 
universe,  and  use  many  arguments  in  common.  While  there 
is  no  doubt  that  the  two  systems  coalesced  very  early,  a 
difference  in  the  distribution  of  emphasis  on  the  logical  and 
the  physical  sides  distinguishes  the  one  from  the  other.  4 
While  the  Nyaya  gives  us  an  account  of  the  processes  and 
methods  of  a  reasoned  knowledge  of  objects,  the  Vaisesika 
develops  the  atomic  constitution  of  things  which  the  Nyaya 
accepts  without  much  argument. 5 

1  See  Varadaraja’s  Tarkikaraksd,  Ke§ava  Misra’s  Tarkabhasd,  £ivaditya’s 
Saptapadarthi,  Visvanatha’s  Bhdsapariccheda  and  Siddhdntamuktdvali ,  Annam 
Bhatta’s  Tarkasariigraha  and  Dlpikd,  Jagadisa’s  Tarkamrta,  and  Laugaksi 
Bhaskara's  Tarkakaumudi  The  Buddhist  thinkers  Aryadeva  and  Hari- 
varman  did  not  look  upon  the  Nyaya  as  a  system  independent  of  the 
Vaisesika  (Ui :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  pp.  54  and  56). 

*  N.B.,  i.  1.  4.  Vatsyayana  quotes  V.S.,  iii.  1.  16  in  N.B.,  ii.  2.  34;  V.S., 
iv.  1.  6  in  N.B.,  iii.  1.  33  and  iii.  1.  67. 

3  E.R.E.,  vol.  ii,  p.  201  b. 

4  Uddyotakara  says  that  “  the  other  sciences  are  not  meant  to  deal 
with  the  subjects  (of  pramanas),  though  they  deal  with  things  made  known 
by  them  (N.V.,  i.  1.  1). 

5  Garbe  looks  upon  the  Vaisesika  as  prior  to  the  Nyaya  (E.R.E.,  vol.  xii, 
p.  569  ;  see  also  Philosophy  of  Ancient  India,  p.  20  ;  Jacobi  :  J.A.O.S.,  xxxi), 
while  Goldstucker  regards  the  Vaisesika  as  a  branch  of  the  Nyaya.  Keith 
inclines  to  the  former  view  (I.L.A.,  pp.  21-22).  It  is  more  logical,  since 
critical  investigations  generally  follow  dogmatic  metaphysics.  The  more 
systematic  character  of  the  N.S.,  the  greater  attention  paid  to  the  problems 
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The  Nyaya  philosophy  has  been  held  in  great  reverence 
for  a  very  long  time  past.  Manu  includes  it  under  sruti. 
Yajnavalkya  regards  it  as  one  of  the  four  limbs  of  the  Veda.1 
The  classical  studies  of  the  Hindus  comprise  the  five  subjects 
of  Kavya  (literature),  Nataka  (drama),  Alamkara  (rhetoric), 
Tarka  (logic),  and  Vyakarana  (grammar).  Whatever  other 
specialised  studies  a  student  may  take  up  later,  the  pre¬ 
liminary  course  includes  logic,  which  is  the  basis  of  all  studies. 
Every  system  of  Hindu  thought  accepts  the  fundamental 
principles  of  the  Nyaya  logic,  and  even  in  criticising  the  Nyaya 
system,  uses  the  Nyaya  terminology  and  logic.  The  Nyaya 
serves  as  an  introduction  to  all  systematic  philosophy.3 

II 

The  Beginnngs  of  the  Nyaya 

Anvlksiki,  as  we  have  seen,  is  the  treatment  in  a  con¬ 
sciously  critical  manner  of  the  ultimate  problems  of  spirit ; 
and  it  has  been  used  in  a  comprehensive  sense,  so  as  to  include 
all  systematic  attempts  to  solve  the  problems  of  philosophy, 
the  Samkhya,  the  Yoga  and  the  Lokayata.  Soon  attention 
was  directed  to  the  nature  of  logical  procedure  and  criticism, 
used  in  common  by  these  different  systems  of  thought.  Every 
science  is  a  nyaya,  which  means  literally  going  into  a  subject 


of  the  eternity  of  sound,  the  nature  of  the  self  and  the  process  of  inference 
support  Keith’s  view.  The  explicit  reference  to  Isvara  in  N.S.,  iv.  i.  19,  is 
more  than  what  the  Vaisesika  has  to  say  on  this  question.  The  argument 
for  the  existence  of  the  self  from  bodily  activities  is  cruder  than  the  Nyaya 
view  of  self  as  the  basis  of  mental  phenomena.  The  absence  of  any  direct 
reference  to  the  Nyaya  in  the  B.S.,  which  criticises  the  VaiSesika  theory 
(ii.  2.  12-17),  supports  the  view  of  the  greater  antiquity  of  the  latter.  This 
position  will  be  considerably  strengthened  if  the  Nyaya  reference  to 
pratitantrasiddhanta  is  taken  as  an  allusion  to  the  Vaisesika.  The  more 
elaborate  account  of  the  grounds  of  inference  and  the  simpler  scheme  of 
fallacies  in  the  V.S.  are  not  of  great  value  on  the  question  of  date.  We 
find  a  number  of  coincidences  between  the  N.S.  and  the  V.S  Cp.  N.S.,  iii. 
1.  36  ;  ii.  1.  54  ;  i.  1.  10  ;  iii,  1.  28  ;  iii  1.  35  ;  iii  1.  63  ;  iii.  1.  71  ;  iii.  2.  63, 
with  V.S.,  iv.  1.  8  ;  vii.  2,  20  ;  iii.  2.  4  ;  iv.  2.  3  ;  iv.  1  6-13  ,  vii.  2.  4-5  ; 
viii.  2.  5  ;  vii.  1.  23,  respectively.  If  some  of  the  V.S.  seem  to  be  elabora¬ 
tions  of  the  Nyaya  views,  it  only  shows  that  those  sutras  were  compiled 
later  than  the  N.S.  The  priority  of  the  bulk  of  V.S.  is  not  affected  thereby. 

1  Yajnavalkya  Smrti,  i.  3.  Cp.  Atmopamsad,  ii,  and  Vi§yu  Purayia,  iii.  6. 

*  Cp.  Kauplya  (i.  2),  quoted  in  N.B.,  i.  1.  1. 
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or  analytic  investigation.  The  .system  of  Nyaya,  which 
studies  the  general  plan  and  method  of  critical  inquiries,  may 
be  called  the  science  of  sciences.  Such  purely  logical  studies 
were  encouraged  by  the  MImamsakas,  who  were  not  merely 
exegetes  but  also  logicians.  It  may  well  be  that  logic  arose 
out  of  the  necessities  of  the  sacrificial  religion,  especially  out 
of  the  need  that  existed  for  interpreting  correctly  the  Vedic 
texts  regarding  sacrificial  rites,  rules  and  results  ;  and  that 
hence  the  thinkers  who  founded  and  developed  the  MImamsa 
helped  the  growth  of  logic.1  When  Gautama  expounded  the 
logical  side  more  carefully  than  other  thinkers,  his  view 
became  identified  with  the  Anviksikl.  Thus  a  term  which 
was  used  for  long  in  the  general  sense  of  systematic  philosophy 
became  narrowed  down  in  signification.2 * 4 

In  the  long  chain  of  antecedents  out  of  which  the  Nyaya 
evolved,  an  important  place  will  have  to  be  assigned  to  dia¬ 
lectical  discussions. 3  The  Nyaya  is  called  sometimes  Tarka- 
vidya  or  the  science  of  debate,  Vadavidya,  or  the  science  of 
discussion.  Discussion  or  vada  is  the  breath  of  intellectual 
life.  We  are  obliged  to  use  it  in  the  search  for  truth,  which  is 
complex  in  character  and  yields  only  to  the  co-operation  of 
many  minds. 4  The  Upanisads  speak  of  learned  assemblies 


1  From  the  names  of  the  MImamsa  works,  like  Madhava’s  Nydyamdla- 
vistara,  Parthasarathi  Misra’s  Nyayaratnakara,  and  Apadeva’s  Nyciyaprahasa, 
it  is  evident  that  the  term  Nyaya  was  used  as  a  synonym  for  MImamsa. 
See  also  Apastamba’s  Dharma  Sutra,  ii.  4.  8.  23;  ii.  6.  14.  3. 

2  See  also  Manu,  vii.  43  ;  Gautama's  Dharma  Sutra,  xi ;  Rdmdyaya, 
Ayodhyakanda,  100.  36  ;  M.B.,  Santiparva,  180.  47. 

a  The  first  sutra  enumerates  the  topics  considered  in  the  system,  which 
are;  (1)  pramapa,  the  means  of  knowledge;  (2)  prameya,  the  objects  of 
knowledge ;  (3)  saihsaya,  doubt ;  (4)  prayojana,  purpose  ;  (5)  drstanta, 

example;  (6)  siddhanta,  accepted  truth;  (7)  avayava,  members’ of  the 
syllogism ;  (8)  tarka,  indirect  proof ;  (9)  nirnaya,  determination  of  the 

truth;  (10)  vada,  discussion;  (11)  jalpa,  wrangling;  (12)  vitantfa,  cavil 
or  destructive  criticism;  (13)  hetvabhasa,  fallacious  reasons;  (14)  chala, 
quibbling  ;  (15)  jati,  futile  objections  ;  and  (16)  nigrahasthana,  occasions 
for  reproof.  The  first  nine  are  more  strictly  logical  than  the  last  seven, 
which  have  the  negative  function  of  preventing  erroneous  knowledge.  They 
are  more  weapons  for  the  destroying  of  error  than  for  the  building  up  of 
truth. 

4  Socrates  practised  it.  Plato’s  works  illustrate  its  value  for  the  attain¬ 
ment  of  truth.  Aristotle  says  :  “  Some  see  one  side  of  a  matter  and  others 
another,  but  all  together  can  see  all  sides  "  (Politics).  Milton's  Areopayitica 
and  Mill’s  Essay  on  Liberty  praise  the  method  of  free  discussion 
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or  parisads  where  philosophical  disputations  were  carried  on.1 
Greek  logic  owed  much  to  the  Sophistic  movement,  which 
adopted  the  mode  of  disputation  called  Dialectic,  the  game  of 
question  and  answer.  In  the  practice  of  the  art  of  discussion, 
the  Sophists  not  only  discovered  the  true  principles  of  reason¬ 
ing  but  also  invented  tricks  of  argument  and  sophisms.  From 
the  Dialogues  of  Plato  we  learn  that  Socrates  used  the  art 
of  debate  for  the  purpose  of  eliciting  the  truth.  Aristotle 
devoted  two  of  his  logical  treatises,  the  Topics  and  the 
Sophistical  Refutations  to  the  guidance  of  disputants,  ques¬ 
tioners  as  well  as  respondents,  though  he  distinguished  logic 
from  rhetoric,  the  principles  of  reasoning  from  the  rules  of 
debate.  There  is  no  doubt  that  Gautama’s  logic  sprang  from 
the  dialectical  tournaments,  the  sound  of  which  filled  the 
durbars  of  kings  and  the  schools  of  philosophers.  The  attempt 
to  regulate  the  use  of  debates  led  to  the  development  of  logical 
theory.  Gautama,  like  Aristotle,  systematised  the  principles 
of  reasoning,  distinguished  the  true  from  the  false,  and  gave 
an  elaborate  account  of  the  various  forms  of  sophisms  and 
argumentative  tricks.  The  sixteen  topics  mentioned  in  the 
first  sutra  may  be  regarded  as  representing  stages  in  dialectical 
controversy  intended  to  lead  up  to  knowledge.2 3 4 5  Many  of  the 
later  works  on  logic  discuss  the  rules  of  debate, 3  while  all  of 
them  refer  to  dialectical  problems.  4 

Jayanta  asserts  that,  though  Gautama’s  work  provides  the  most 
satisfactory  account  of  the  subject,  there  was  logic  before  Gautama, 
even  as  Mimamsa  was  before  Jaimini  and  grammar  before  Panini.s 


1  See  Chan.  Up.,  v.  3.  1  ;  Brh.  Up.,  vi.  2.  1  ;  Prasna,  i.  6.  See  also 
Manu,  vi  50  ;  viii.  269  ;  xii.  106  ;  M.B.,  Santiparva,  180.  47  ;  246.  18. 
In  Manu,  xii.  iio-m,  Parasara,  viii.  19,  and  Yajhavalkya,  i.  9,  Parivara 
of  the  Vinaya  Pifaka,  details  regarding  the  parisads  are  mentioned. 

1  See  also  N.B.,  i.  1.  1. 

3  Tarkikaraksa. 

4  Kaufilya  mentions  thirty-two  technical  terms  called  Tantrayukti,  and 
this  list  is  also  found  in  Carakasamhita,  Siddhisthana,  xii,  and  Susrutasamhita, 
Uttaratantra,  lxv.  The  anviksiki  portion  of  Caraka’s  work  deals  extensively 
with  the  rules  of  debate  (Vimanasthana,  viii). 

5  Dr.  Vidyabhusan  is  of  opinion  that  a  number  of  writers  made  con¬ 
tributions  to  Indian  logic  before  the  author  of  the  Sutra.  He  mentions 
the  names  of  Dattatreya,  Punarvasu  Atreya,  Sulabha  the  lady  ascetic,  and 
A$tavakra  ( History  of  Indian  Logic,  pp.  9-17). 
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The  Chandogya  Upanisad  refers  to  Vakovakya,1 * 3 4 5  which  Samkara  inter¬ 
prets  as  Tarka&astra*  The  Mahdbharata  refers  to  Tarka£astra  and 
Anvlksikl,3  and  states  that  Narada  was  familiar  with  the  Nyaya 
syllogism  as  well  as  the  Vai&esika  principles  of  conjunction  and 
inherence.  Visvanatha  quotes  from  some  Purana  a  passage  to  the 
effect  that  the  Nyaya  is  counted  among  the  subsidiary  parts  (upangas) 
of  the  Veda. 4  Though  Buddha's  system  was  eminently  rational,  we  do 
not  come  across  any  systematic  treatment  of  logical  theory  in  the  early 
canonical  works.  There  are,  however,  references  to  men  skilled  m  logic. 
The  Brahmajala  Suita  refers  to  Takki  (sophist),  and  VImamsi  (casuist) .5 
The  name  Anumana  Sutta  of  Majjhima  Nikaya  perhaps  indicates 
the  use  of  the  word  “  anumana  "  in  the  sense  of  inference.  Kathdvattu 
uses  the  terms  patinna,  upanaya,  niggaha  in  their  technical  significa¬ 
tion.6 7  The  Yamaha  knows  of  the  distribution  of  terms  and  the  rules  of 
conversion.  The  Patisambhidamagga  refers  to  the  analysis  of  words  and 
things.  Nettipakarana  shows  a  great  appreciation  of  logical  theory. 
In  the  Questions  of  Milinda  the  Nyaya  system  is  perhaps  referred  to 
under  the  name  Niti.7  Lahtavistara  mentions  logic  under  the  name 
of  Hetuvidya.  The  Jaina  Agamas  testify  to  the  antiquity  of  Indian 
logic.  Anuyogadvara  composed  by  Aryaraksita  who  lived  about  the 
first  century  a.d.  has  the  same  division  of  anumana  into  purvavat, 
6esavat  and  samanyatodrsta  as  the  Sutra  of  Gautama.  Aryaraksita 
seems  to  have  been  only  a  redactor  of  an  earlier  work  referred  to 
in  the  Bhagavati  Sutra,  one  of  the  angas  of  the  Jaina  canon  settled  at 
the  Pataliputra  Council  in  the  beginning  of  the  third  century  b.c. 
Probably  the  doctrine  of  the  three  kinds  of  inference  is  earlier  than 
the  third  century  b.c. 

1  vii.  i  2. 

*  See  also  Subala  Up.,  ii.  Some  of  the  later  Upanisads  use  the  term 
pramana  in  the  technical  sense.  See  Maitrl  Up.,  6.  6,  24  ;  Nrsimhottara- 
tdpani,  8  ;  Sarvopanisatsara,  4  ;  Kalagnirudropanisad,  7  ;  Muktikopanisad,  2. 
The  Taittiriya  Aranyaka  refers  to  smrti  or  scripture,  pratyaksa  or  perception, 
aitihya  or  tradition,  and  anumana  or  inference  as  the  four  sources  of  know¬ 
ledge.  See  also  Ramdyana,  v.  87-23  ;  Manu,  xii.  105.  Many  Nyaya  terms, 
such  as  Tarka  or  reasoning  ( Katha  Up.,  ii.  9  ;  Manu,  xii.  106  ;  M.B.,  ii.  153), 
Vada  or  discussion  ( Manu ,  vi.  50  ;  Ramdyana,  i.  13-23  ;  vii.  53-60),  Yukti 
or  continuous  argument  ( Aitareya  Brahmana,  vi.  23  ;  Ramdyana,  ii.  1.  13), 
Jalpa  or  wrangling  ( M.B. ,  xiii.  4322),  Vitanda  or  cavilling  (M.B.,  ii.  1310  ; 
vii.  3022  ;  and  Pdnini,  iv.  4.  102),  Chala  or  quibbling  {Manu,  viii.  49  ; 
Ramdyana,  iv.  57.  10),  Nirnaya  or  ascertainment  {M.B.,  xiii.  7553,  7535). 
Prayojana  or  purpose  (Manu,  vii.  100;  M.B.,  i.  5805),  Pramana  or  proof 
{Manu,  ii.  13  ;  Ramdyana,  ii.  37.  21  ;  M.B.,  xiii.  5572),  Prameya,  the  object 
of  knowledge  {Ramdyana,  i.  52.  13  ;  M.B.,  i.  157  ;  vii.  1419),  are  to  be  met 
with  in  earlier  works.  See  Vidyabhusan’s  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  23. 

3  M.B.,  i.  70.  42  ;  xii.  210.  22. 

4  Nyayasutravrtti,  i.  1.  1. 

5  See  also  Udana,  vi.  10. 

6  See  also  Vibhanga,  pp.  293  fi 

7  S.B.E.,  pp.  6-7. 
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The  beginnings  of  the  Nyaya  belong  to  the  pre-Buddhistic  period, 
though  a  scientific  treatment  of  it  was  undertaken  some  time  about 
the  period  of  early  Buddhism,  and  the  main  principles  were  well 
established  before  the  third  century  b.c.  We  know  little  about  the 
historical  development  of  the  Nyaya  prior  to  the  composition  of  the 
Sutra. 


Ill 

Literature  and  History 

The  history  of  the  Nyaya  literature  extends  over  twenty  centuries. 
The  Nyaya  Sutra  of  Gautama,  divided  into  five  books,  each  containing 
two  sections,  forms  the  first  textbook  of  the  Nyaya.  According  to 
Vatsyayana,  this  treatise  follows  the  method  of  enunciation,  definition 
and  critical  examination.  The  first  book  states  in  general  terms  the 
sixteen  topics  to  be  considered  in  the  other  four.  The  second  book 
deals  with  the  nature  of  doubt,  the  means  of  proof  and  their  validity. 
The  third  book  discusses  the  nature  of  self,  body,  senses,  their  objects, 
cognition  and  mind.  The  fourth  treats  of  volition,  sorrow,  suffering 
and  liberation.  Incidentally,  it  refers  to  the  theory  of  error  and  the 
relation  of  whole  and  parts.  The  last  book  discusses  jati  or  unreal 
objections  and  nigrahasthana  or  occasions  for  rebuke.  The  Nyaya 
Sutra  attempts  to  combine  the  results  of  Brahmanical  thought  in  the 
department  of  logic  with  their  religious  and  philosophical  dogmas  ; 
and  we  have,  as  a  result,  a  logical  defence  of  theistic  realism.  The 
Sutras  of  Gautama,  at  any  rate  the  earlier  of  them,  belong  to  the 
third  century  b.c.,  the  age  of  the  Ahnikas,  or  daily  lessons  like  the 
Navahnikas  of  Patanjali’s  Vyakarana  Mahabhasya,  though  some  of 
the  contents  of  the  Nyaya  Sutra  are  certainly  of  a  post-Christian  era.1 

1  Jacobi  believes  that  the  N.S.  and  N.B.  belong  to  about  the  same  time, 
perhaps  separated  by  a  generation.  He  places  them  between  the  second 
century  a.d.,  when  the  £unyavada  developed,  and  the  fifth  century  a.d., 
when  the  Vijnanavada  became  systematised  (see  J.A.O.S.,  xxxi.  1911,  pp.  2, 
13).  He  thinks  that  the  Buddhist  views  criticised  in  the  N.S.  are  those 
of  ^unyavada  advocated  by  Nagarjuna,  who  is  placed  about  the  third  cen¬ 
tury  a.d.,  and  not  Vijnanavada  of  Asahga  and  Vasubandhu,  who  are  assigned 
to  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century  a.d.  It  is,  however,  difficult  to  accept 
this  view.  Both  Vatsyayana  and  Vacaspati  hold  that  N.S.,  iv.  2.  26,  is 
directed  against  the  Vijnanavada.  We  need  not  deny  that  the  £unyavada 
is  attacked  in  the  N.S.  (cp.  N.S.,  iv.  1.  40  ;  iv.  1.  48,  with  the  Madhyamika 
Karikd,  xv.  6,  and  vii.  20,  respectively,  and  also  N.S.,  iv.  1.  34-35,  with 
Candrakirti’s  Vrtti,  pp.  64-71).  But  £unyavada  is  earlier  than  Nagarjuna, 
who  is  familiar  with  the  Nyaya  terminology  and  denies  the  doctrine  of 
atoms  (cp.  N.S.,  iv.  2.  18-24,  31-32,  with  the  Madhyamika  Karikd,  vii.  34, 
and  N.S.,  iii.  2.  11  and  iv.  1.  64).  All  that  we  can  say  is  that  the  N.S.  is 
of  an  earlier  date  than  Nagarjuna,  though  later  than  the  Madhyamika 
tradition  (see  also  I.P.,  vol.  i,  p.  643  n.  ;  Ui  :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  p.  85). 
The  Lankavatdra  Sutra  refers  to  Tarkikas  and  Naiyayikas,  and  if  we  remember 
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Vatsyayana’s  Nydya  Bhdsya  is  the  classic  commentary  on  the 
Nydya  Sutra.  Evidently,  Vatsyayana  is  not  the  immediate  successor 
of  Gautama,  since  his  work  contains  passages  of  the  character  of 
varttikas,  which  state  in  a  condensed  form  the  results  of  discussions 

that  some  of  the  cosmological  views  refuted  in  the  N.S.  are  as  old  as  early 
Buddhism,  Jacobi’s  date,  which  is  supported  by  Suali,  who  refers  the  N.S. 
to  a.d.  300  or  350,  seems  to  be  much  too  late  (see  also  Ui :  Vaisesika 
Philosophy,  p.  16).  Garbe  inclines  to  the  view  that  the  N.S.  belongs  to  the 
first  century  a.d.,  since  they  were  known  to  Panca£ikha,  whom  he  believes 
to  have  been  a  contemporary  of  £abara,  who  lived  some  time  between 
a.d.  100  and  300.  Gautama  is  familiar  with  the  terminology  of  the  B.S. 
(cp.  N.S.,  iii.  2.  14-16,  with  B.S.,  ii.  1.  24)  and  the  Purva  Mimamsa  of 
Jaimini  (see  N.S.,  ii.  1.  61,  67  ;  Bodas  :  Introduction  to  Tarkasamgraha) . 
Bodas  believes  that  the  V.S.,  iv.  1.  4-5,  have  in  view  Badarayana's  criticism 
of  the  theory  of  atoms,  and  V.S.,  iii.  2.  9  (cp.  also  N.S  ,  iii.  1.  28-30),  is  aimed 
at  the  Vedanta  view  that  the  self  is  known  only  through  the  £ruti.  Similarly, 
V.S.,  iv.  2.  2-3,  controvert  the  view  of  B.S.,  ii.  2.  21-22,  that  the  body  is 
the  result  of  the  union  of  five  or  three  elements.  Gautama  propounds 
views  very  similar  to  those  of  Badarayana  in  several  places.  See  N.S.,  iv. 
1.  64,  and  iii.  2.  14-16.  The  absence  of  any  direct  reference  to  the  Nyaya 
in  the  B.S.  and  the  M.S.  is  sometimes  emphasised.  It  may  be  that 
Vyasa,  reputed  to  be  a  disciple  of  Gautama,  did  not  care  to  criticise  the 
Nyaya  view,  especially  as  it  was  agreeable  to  the  admission  of  Isvara. 
Again,  it  is  sometimes  held  that  the  B.S.,  ii.  1  11-13,  attempt  to  disprove 
the  Nyaya  view  of  establishing  God  by  reasoning.  The  doctrines  of  atomism 
and  asatkaryavada  are  examined  in  B.S.,  ii.  2.  10-16,  and  ii.  1.  15-20.  Early 
Buddhist  works  do  not  contain  information  for  assigning  the  date  of  the 
N.S.  Katyayana  (fourth  century  b.c.)  and  Patanjali  (whose  great  work 
was  written  about  140  b.c.)  knew  the  Nyaya  system.  See  Goldstucker's 
Pacini.  Sahara’s  quotations  from  Bhagavan  Upavar§a,  who  is  said  to 
have  written  commentaries  on  both  the  Mimamsas,  indicate  Upavarsa’s 
familiarity  with  the  Nyaya  views.  Harivarman  (a.d.  260)  knows  about 
the  sixteen  topics  of  the  Nyaya.  ASvaghosa  uses  the  five-membered  syllo¬ 
gism.  See  Ui :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  pp.  56  and  81.  We  may  therefore 
conclude  that  the  N.S.  existed  in  the  fourth  century  b.c.,  though  nor  in 
the  present  form.  M.  M.  Haraprasad  6astri  says  :  “I  am  not  sure  if  the 
wok  N.S.  had  not  gone  through  several  redactions  before  it  assumed  its 
present  shape"  (J.A.S.  of  Bengal,  1905,  p.  178;  see  also  pp.  245  ff.). 
Vacaspati  made  two  attempts  to  collect  the  Sutras  in  his  Nyayasucl  and 
Nydyasutroddhara,  thus  suggesting  doubts  about  the  authenticity  of  the 
N.S.  Dr.  Vidyabhusan  believes  that  Gautama  wrote  only  the  first  chapter 
of  the  work,  and  he  was  a  contemporary  of  the  Buddha,  the  same  as  the 
author  of  the  Pharma  Sutra,  who  lived  in  Mithila  in  the  sixth  century  b.c. 
(see  S.B.H  :  N.S.,  pp.  v-viii,  and  Bhandarkar  Commemoration  volume, 
pp.  161-162).  He  suggests  that  Gautama’s  original  views  are  those  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Car  aka  Samhiid  (Vimanasthana,  viii).  The  N.S.  and  Car  aka 
Samhita  have  much  in  common  ;  but  it  is  said,  “  Caraka’s  references  to 
the  Nyaya  principles  and  the  Vaisesika  categories  are  of  little  value  in  fixing 
the  date  of  the  N.S.,  since  the  work  has  suffered  considerable  re-fashioning, 
and  its  date  is  also  uncertain  ’’  (I.L.A.,  p.  13). 

There  are  doubts  expressed  even  about  Gautama’s  authorship  of  the  N.S. 
Vatsyayana,  Uddyotakara  and  Madhava  credit  Aksapada  with  the  author- 
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carried  on  in  the  school  of  Gautama.  Vatsyayana  offers  different 
explanations  of  some  sutras,  indicating  thereby  that  there  were  earlier 
commentators  who  did  not  all  agree  on  the  interpretations  of  the 
sutras.1  Besides,  Vatsyayana  refers  to  Gautama  as  a  sage  of  the 
remote  past,  and  quotes  from  Patanj all’s  Mahabhasya  and  Kautilya’s 
Arthakastra ,2  and  also  from  the  Vaisesika  Sutra.i  Nagarjuna,  the  author 
of  Updyakausalya  and  Vigrahavyavartam,  is  certainly  earlier  than 
Vatsyayana,  who  attempts  to  combat  the  views  of  Nagarjuna.  Dignaga 
criticised  Vatsyayana’s  interpretation  from  the  Buddhist  point  of  view. 
From  all  this,  we  may  infer  that  Vatsyayana  lived  some  time  before 
A.D.  400.4 


ship  of  the  N.S.,  a  view  which  is  supported  by  Vacaspati  and  Jayanta. 
According  to  Padma  Parana  (Uttarakhanda,  263)  and  Skanda  Parana 
(Kalika  Khanda,  xvii),  Gautama  is  the  author  of  the  N.S.,  and  Visvanatha 
is  of  this  opinion.  Hindu  tradition  identifies  the  two  and  holds  that 
Gautama  is  called  Aksapada,  or  one  who  has  eyes  in  his  feet.  The  story 
runs  that  when  Gautama  was  absorbed  in  meditation  and  fell  into  a  well, 
God  in  his  mercy  bestowed  on  his  feet  the  power  of  vision  to  prevent  further 
mishaps.  Dr.  Vidyabhusan  goes  against  a  well-established  tradition  when 
he  observes  that  “  Gautama  and  Aksapada  seem  both  to  have  contributed 
to  the  production  of  the  work,  The  Nyaya  Sutra  treats  mainly  of  five 
subjects,  viz.  (1)  pramana,  the  means  of  right  knowledge  ;  (2)  prameya, 

the  object  of  right  knowledge  ;  (3)  vada,  debate  or  discussion  ;  (4)  avayava! 
the  members  of  the  syllogism  ;  and  (5)  anyamatapariksa,  an  examination 
of  contemporary  philosophical  doctrines.  The  second  and  the  third  subjects, 
and  possibly  also  the  first  subject  in  its  crude  form,  ample  references  to 
which  are  met  with  in  the  old  Brahmanic,  Buddhistic  and  Jaina  books, 
were  in  all  probability  handled  by  Gautama,  whose  Anvlksiklvidya  was 
constituted  by  them.  The  fourth  and  the  fifth  subjects,  and  possibly  also 
the  first  subject  in  its  systematic  form,  were  introduced  by  Aksapada  into 
the  Anviksiki-vidya,  which  in  its  final  form  was  styled  the  N.S. '  Aksapada 
was  therefore  the  real  author  of  the  N.S.,  which  derived  a  considerable  part 
of  its  materials  from  the  Anviksiki-vidya  of  Gautama  ”  (. History  of  Indian 
Logic,  pp.  49-50)-  This  view  is  but  a  conjecture  which  it  is  impossible 
either  to  defend  or  refute.  Not  only  is  Gautama  identified  with  the  author 
of  the  Dharma  Sutra,  but  is  also  regarded  as  the  same  as  the  sage  of  that 
name  mentioned  in  Valmiki's  Ramayana  in  connection  with  the  episode 
of  Ahalya.  According  to  the  M.B.  (Santiparva,  265.  45),  Medhatithi  is  another 
name  for  Gautama.  Bhasa,  in  his  Pratimdnataka,  refers  to  Medhatithi  as 
the  founder  of  the  Nyaya  system  :  “  Manaviyam  dharmasastram,  mahesvaram 
yogasastram,  barhaspatyam  arthasastram,  medhatither  nyayasastram  ” 
(Act  V).  See  also  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  766. 

1  See  N.B.,  i.  1.  5,  i.  2.  9.  Vatsyayana  refers  to  other  interpreters  in  i. 
1.  32  in  the  usual  style:  eke,  some;  kecit,  certain;  anye,  others.  See  M.B., 
Adiparva,  42-44. 

.  2  NB->  i-  1-  I>  and  Arthasdstra,  11  ;  N.B.,  v.  1.  10,  and  Mahabhasya, 

1.  1.  3- 


3  Cp.  V.S.,  iv.  1.  6,  and  N.B.,  iff.  1.  33,  hi.  1.  67;  V.S.,  hi.  1.  16,  and 
N.B.,  11.  2.  34. 

4  Dr.  Vidyabhusap  believes  that  Vatsyayana  was  a  native  of  South 
India  of  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century  a.d.  [History  of  India  Logic, 
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Dignaga’s  works,  which  are  preserved  in  Tibetan  translations,  are 
Pramanasamuccaya,  with  a  commentary  by  the  author  himself,  Nydya- 
praveka,  Hetucakrahamaru,  Alambanapariksd  and  Pramanasdstrapra- 
veka,  and  they  are  said  to  be  popular  in  Japan.1  Dignaga  belongs  to 
the  fifth  century  a.d.2  Many  of  the  important  changes  introduced  in 
logical  doctrine  by  Pra§astapada  are  traced  to  Dignaga,  whose  origi¬ 
nality  will  suffer  a  good  deal,  if  Pra6astapada  is  found  to  be  his 
predecessor. 

Uddyotakara’s  Nydyavarttika  (sixth  century  a.d.)  3  is  a  defence  of 
Vatsyayana  against  the  attacks  of  Dignaga.  Bharmakirti's  Nyaya- 
bindu  is  a  defence  of  Dignaga  against  the  criticisms  of  Uddyotakara.. 
If  we  assume  that  the  Vadavidhi  referred  to  by  Uddyotakara  4  is 
another  name  for  Dharmakirti’s  Vddanyaya,  and  that  the  £astra  referred 
to  by  Dharmakirti  in  his  Nyayabindu  5  is  the  Varttika  ci  Uddyotakara, 
then  these  two  writers  may  be  supposed  to  belong  to  the  same  period. 
The  latest  date,  however,  for  Dharmakirti  is  the  beginning  of  the 
seventh  century.6  In  the  ninth  century  Dharmottara  followed  on  the 
lines  of  Dignaga  and  Dharmakirti,  in  his  Nydyabindutikd. 

Towards  the  first  half  of  the  ninth  century,  Vacaspati  re-established 

pp.  42,  116-117  ;  A.,  1915,  Art.  on  Vatsyayana).  While  Keith  (I.L.A.,  p.  28) 
and  Bodas  (Introduction  to  Tarkasamgraha)  agree  with  this  view,  Jacobi 
and  Suali  are  inclined  to  place  him  about  the  beginning  of  the  sixth 
century  a.d.,  or  a  little  earlier.  Haraprasad  &astri  makes  Vatsyayana  a 
successor  of  Nagarjuna  and  Aryadeva,  since  he  is  familiar  with  the 
Mahayanist  doctrines  of  momentariness,  sunyavada,  individuality,  etc. 
See  J.A.S.  of  Bengal,  1905,  pp.  178-179. 

1  Some  idea  of  their  contents  may  be  gathered  from  Vidyabhusan’s 
History  of  Indian  Logic,  pp.  276-299,  and  Uddyotakara’s  references  to 
Dignaga’s  views  in  his  N.V. 

1  Taranatha’s  History  of  Buddhism  says  that  Dignaga  was  the  son  of  a 
Brahmin  of  Conjeevaram,  who  soon  became  proficient  in  the  teachings  of 
the  Hlnayana,  though  he  later  acquired  from  Vasubandhu  Mahayana  teach¬ 
ings.  According  to  the  evidence  of  Yuan  Chwang,  Vasubandhu,  before 
he  became  a  Buddhist,  was  well  versed  not  only  in  the  eighteen  schools  of 
Buddhism,  but  also  in  the  six  systems  of  the  Hindus.  Vasubandhu  is  now 
assigned  to  the  first  half  of  the  fourth  century  a.d.,  and  Dignaga  may  have 
flourished  some  time  before  a.d.  400.  Kalidasa's  suggested  reference  to 
Dignaga  in  his  Meghadiita  confirms  this  view,  since  Kalidasa  belongs  to 
the  same  period  (see  Keith:  Classical  Sanskrit  Literature,  pp.  31-32,  and 
I.P.,  p.  624  n.). 

3  Subandhu’s  Vasavadatta  refers  to  Uddyotakara  as  the  rescuer  of  the 
Nyaya  (see  Hall’s  edition,  p.  235).  Bana’s  Harsacarita,  written  during  the 
time  of  King  Harsa,  who  reigned  in  Thanesvar,  at  any  rate  during  the  years 
from  a.d.  629-644,  when  the  Chinese  pilgrim  Yuan  Chwang  travelled  through 
India,  mentions  Vasavadatta  (i),  which  refers  to  Uddyotakara.  It  is  there¬ 
fore  safe  to  assume  that  he  belonged  to  the  sixth  century  a.d.  Uddyotakara 
is  a  Bharadvaja  by  gotra  and  a  Pasupata  by  sect. 

4  N.V.,  i.  33. 

5  Nyayabindu,  iii,  Peterson’s  edition,  pp.  no-111. 

6  I-tsing  refers  to  him.  See  Takakusu  :  I-tsing,  p.  lviii. 
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the  orthodox  view  of  thfe  Nyaya  in  his  Nyayavarttikatatparyatika.  He 
also  wrote  smaller  works  on  the  Nyaya  like  Nyayasucmibandha. 
Nyayasutroddhara  is  also  attributed  to  him.1  He  is  a  versatile  genius, 
and  has  written  authoritative  works  on  other  systems  of  thought,  as  the 
Bhamati  on  the  Advaita  Vedanta  and  the  Samkhyatattvakaumudi  on  the 
Samkhya.  He  is  therefore  styled  Sarvatantrasvatantra  or  Saddar^anl- 
vallabha.  Udayana’s  (a.d.  984)  T dtpary aparisuddhi  is  a  valuable  com¬ 
mentary  on  Vacaspati’s  work.  His  Atmatattv aviveka  is  a  defence  of  the 
permanent  soul  theory  and  a  criticism  of  the  Buddhist  thinkers  Aryakrrti 
and  others.  His  Kusumanjali  is  the  first  systematic  account  of  the 
theism  of  the  Nyaya.2 *  His  other  works  are  Kirandvali  and  Nyaya- 
parisista.  Jayanta’s  Nyayamanjari  is  an  independent  commentary 
on  the  Nyaya  Sutra.  Jayanta,  who  quotes  Vacaspati,  and  is  quoted 
by  Ratnaprabha  and  Devasuri,  belongs  to  the  tenth  century. 3 
Bhasarvajna’s  Nydyasara  is,  as  its  name  implies,  a  survey  of  the 
Nyaya  philosophy.  He  admits  the  three  proofs  of  perception,  infer¬ 
ence  and  verbal  testimony,  and  rejects  comparison  as  an  independent 
means  of  proof.  He  is  a  Saivite,  perhaps  of  the  Kashmir  sect,  and 
belongs  to  the  tenth  century  a.d.  Vardhamana’s  Nyayanibandha- 
prakdSa  (a.d.  1225)  is  a  commentary  on  Udayana’s  Nyayatatparya- 
pari&uddhi,  though  it  incorporates  the  views  of  Gange^a,  the  father  of 
Vardhamana  and  the  founder  of  the  modern  school.  Rucidatta's 
Makar anda  (a.d.  1275)  develops  Vardhamana’s  views.4 5 

The  later  works  on  the  Nyaya  openly  accept  the  Vai£esika  cate¬ 
gories,  which  they  bring  under  prameya  or  objects  of  knowledge,  or 
under  artha,  which  is  one  of  the  twelve  kinds  of  prameya.  Varadaraja's 
Tdrkikaraksa  (twelfth  century  a.d.)  is  an  important  treatise  of  the 
syncretist  school.  He  brings  under  prameya  the  twelve  objects  of 
the  Nyaya  as  well  as  the  six  categories  of  the  Vai^esika.  Ke6ava 
Mirra’s  Tarkabhasa  (end  of  the  thirteenth  century)  combines  the 
Nyaya  and  the  Vai^esika  views.  5 

The  important  Jaina  logical  works  are  Bhadrabahu’s  Dahavaikali - 
kaniryukti  (357  b.c.  circa),  Siddhasena  Divakara’s  Nydydvatara  (sixth 


1  The  author  of  the  Nyayasutroddhara  is  different  from  the  writer  here 
referred  to,  and  lived  in  the  fifteenth  century  a.d.  Vacaspati  says  that  his 
Nyayasuci  was  composed  in  the  year  898,  which  most  probably  refers  to  the 
Vikrama  era  and  corresponds  to  our  a.d.  841.  There  is  no  doubt  that  he 
preceded  Ratnakirti,  the  Buddhist  logician  (a.d.  1000). 

1  When  he  felt  that  God  did  not  show  any  mercy  towards  him  in  con¬ 
sideration  of  his  services  for  theism,  he  is  reported  to  have  addressed  the 
Supreme  in  the  words,  “  Proud  of  thy  prowess  thou  despisest  me  upon 
whom  thy  existence  depended  when  the  Buddhists  reigned  supreme." 

Aisvaryamadamatto  ’si  mam  avajnaya  vartase 
Parakrante§u  bauddhe§u  madadhina  tava  sthitifi. 

s  See  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  147,  and  I.L.A.,  p.  33. 

4  It  is  a  commentary  on  Vardhamana’s  Prakasa  or  Udayana’s 
Kusumanjali. 

5  It  is  translated  by  Dr.  Jha  in  Indian  Thought,  vol.  ii. 
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century  A. d.),  Manikyanandi's  Pariksamukhasutra  (a.d.  800),  Devasuri’s 
Pramdnanayatattvdlokalamkdra  (twelfth  century  a.d.)  and  Prabha- 
candra's  Prameyakamalamartdnda.  The  Jaina  thinkers  and  the 
Buddhist  logicians  differentiated  logical  inquiries  from  those  of  religion 
and  metaphysics,  with  which  they  were  mixed  up  in  the  discussions 
of  the  Hindu  writers.  The  Nyaya  works  of  the  latter  treat  of  atoms 
and  their  properties,  souls  and  rebirth,  God  and  the  world,  as  well  as 
logical  problems  of  the  nature  and  limits  of  knowledge.  The  Buddhist 
and  the  Jaina  thinkers  showed  no  interest  in  the  metaphysical  implica¬ 
tions  of  the  ancient  Nyaya,  but  laid  great  stress  on  the  purely  logical 
aspects,  and  thus  prepared  the  way  for  the  modern  Nyaya,  which  is 
pure  logic  and  dialectic. 

GangeSa’s  Tattvacintamani  is  the  standard  text  of  the  modern 
school.1  Vardhamana,  the  son  of  Gange&a,  continued  the  tradition 
in  his  works.  Jayadeva  wrote  a  commentary  on  Tattvacintamani 
called  the  Aloha  (thirteenth  century).  Vasudeva  Sarvabhauma’s 
Tattvacintdmanivydkhyd1‘  may  be  regarded  as  the  first  great  work 
of  the  Navadvipa  (Nuddea)  school,  and  it  belongs  to  the  end  of 
the  fifteenth  or  the  beginning  of  the  sixteenth  century.  He  was 
fortunate  in  his  disciples,  the  chief  of  them  being  Caitanya,  the 
famous  Vaisnava  reformer,  Raghunatha,  the  renowned  logician  and 
the  author  of  Didhiti  and  Padarthakhandana, 3  Raghunandana,  the 
famous  jurist,  and  Krsnananda,  the  great  authority  on  Tantrik  rites. 
Though  Gangesa  wrote  only  on  the  four  pramanas,  and  did  not  concern 
himself  directly  with  the  metaphysical  implications,  Raghunatha,  like 
some  other  writers  of  this  school,  showed  much  interest  in  metaphysics 
also.  Jagadl£a  (end  of  the  sixteenth  century)  and  Gadadhara  (seven¬ 
teenth  century)  are  well-known  logicians  of  this  school.  Annam  Bhatta4 
(seventeenth  century),  a  Brahmin  of  Andhra,  tried  to  evolve  a  consistent 
system  from  out  of  the  ancient  and  the  modern  Nyaya  and  the  VaiSe- 
sika  philosophy,  though  his  views  leaned  towards  the  ancient  Nyaya. 
His  Tarkasamgraha  and  Dipiha  are  popular  manuals  of  the  Nyaya - 
Vai£esika  school.  Vallabha’s  Nyaydlildvati,  ViAvanatha’s  Nyayasu- 
travrtti  (seventeenth  century)  are  other  works  of  some  importance. 5 

It  is  possible  to  distinguish  different  stages  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  logical  studies  in  India.  We  have  first  of  all 

1  A  summary  of  this  work  is  given  in  Vidyabhusan’s  History  of  Indian 
Logic,  pp.  407-453.  Gangesa  lived  at  Mithila  in  the  last  quarter  of  the 
twelfth  century,  as  is  evident  from  his  familiarity  with  Udayana’s  works 
and  quotations  from  £ivaditya  and  Harsa.  In  Tattvacintamani  (ii.  p.  233) 
£ri  Harsa’s  views  are  criticised. 

i  Saravali  is  the  name  of  it,  and  I  am  told  that  the  MS.  of  it  is  in  the  Benares 
Government  Sanskrit  College  Library. 

3  This  criticism  of  the  Vaisesika  system  is  published  in  the  Pandit 
(xxiv  and  xxv)  under  the  title  “  Padarthatattvanirupana.” 

4  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  388. 

s  For  the  History  of  Hindu  logic  in  China  and  Japan,  see  Suguira:  Hindu 
Logic  as  Preserved  in  China  and  Japan. 
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Anviksikl,  which  is  given  a  separate  place  along  with  the 
Nyaya  in  the  Mahabharata.  It  soon  becomes  blended  with 
the  Nyaya,  and  in  the  classical  texts  of  the  ancient  school  we 
have  in  addition  to  logical  theory  a  metaphysical  view  of  the 
universe  as  a  whole.  As  Vatsyayana  says,  “  The  highest  good 
is  attained  only  when  one  has  rightly  understood  the  real 
nature  of  (i)  that  which  is  fit  to  be  discarded  (i.e.  suffering 
along  with  its  causes  in  the  shape  of  avidya  and  its  effects), 
(2)  that  which  puts  an  end  to  suffering,  in  other  words,  jnana 
(knowledge),  (3)  the  means  by  which  the  destruction  of  suffer¬ 
ing  is  accomplished,  i.e.  philosophical  treatises,  and  (4)  the 
goal  to  be  attained  or  the  highest  good.”  1  Ancient  Nyaya 
discussed  logical  questions,  though  not  for  their  own  sake. 
The  contributions  of  the  Jaina  and  the  Buddhist  thinkers 
bring  about  a  change  in  the  outlook.  The  modern  Nyaya, 
with  its  exclusive  interest  in  the  theory  of  knowledge,  forgets 
the  intimate  relation  between  logic  and  life.  The  ancient 
Naiyayika  had  a  more  adequate  idea  of  the  relation  of  logic 
and  metaphysics.  Logic  can  ascertain  the  normative  forms 
of  thought  only  in  relation  to  the  content  of  thought.  The 
modern  Naiyayika  devotes  great  attention  to  pramana  or  the 
means  of  knowledge  and  the  theory  of  definition,2  and  discards 
altogether  the  question  of  prameyas  or  the  objects  of  know¬ 
ledge.  The  scholastic  subtleties,  the  logical  legerdemain,  the  fine 
hair-splitting  in  which  the  works  of  the  successors  of  Gangesa 
indulge,  terrify  many,  and  even  those  who  have  grappled  with 
them  cannot  be  sure  that  they  have  comprehended  their  ideas. 
Many  of  those  who  have  waded  through  these  works  are 
impressed  by  their  brilliant  dialectical  feats,  but  find  them 
often  more  confusing  than  enlightening.  Plain  issues  are 
obscured  by  over-subtlety.  The  fondness  of  the  logical  mind 
for  drawing  distinctions  often  degenerates  into  a  love  of 
formulas,  and  leaves  on  the  mind  the  impression  of  a  formalism 
rather  poor  in  content.  Elaboration  of  terminology  takes  the 
place  of  inquiry  into  subject-matter.  Terms  which  ought  to 
define  distinctions  are  sometimes  employed  to  circumvent 
difficulties.  Of  some  at  least  of  these  works  it  may  be  said 
that  they  merely  succeed  in  showing  how  learned  one  can  be 

1  N.B.,  i.  1.  1. 

1  Laksanapramanabhyam  vastusiddhib. 


THE  LOGICAL  REALISM  OF  THE  NYAYA  43 


about  one  knows  not  what.  Even  those  who  believe  that  the 
mill  of  their  intellect  grinds  exceeding  small  cannot  help 
admitting  that  it  is  not  always  fed  with  a  sufficiency  of  grain.1 
The  value  of  Navya  Nyaya  as  a  training-ground  for  the  intellect 
can  hardly  be  overestimated. 


IV 

The  Scope  of  the  Nyaya 

The  term  Nyaya  means  literally  that  by  means  of  which 
the  mind  is  led  to  a  conclusion.2  “  Nyaya  ”  becomes  equiva¬ 
lent  to  an  argument,  and  the  system  which  treats  of  arguments 
more  thoroughly  than  others  comes  to  be  known  as  the 
Nyaya  system.  Arguments  are  either  valid  or  invalid.  The 
term  “  nyaya  ”  means  in  popular  usage  right  or  just,  and  so 
the  Nyaya  becomes  the  science  of  right  reasoning.  “  Nyaya  ” 
in  the  narrow  sense  stands  for  syllogistic  reasoning^  while  in 
the  wider  sense  it  signifies  the  examination  of  objects  by 
evidences.  It  thus  becomes  a  science  of  demonstration  or 
of  correct  knowledge,  pramanasastra.  All  knowledge  implies 
four  conditions  :  (i)  The  subject  or  the  pramatr,  the  cogniser 
or  the  substantive  ground  of  the  cognitions  ;  (2)  the  object, 
or  the  prameya  to  which  the  process  of  cognition  is  directed  ; 
(3)  the  resulting  state  of  cognition,  or  the  pramiti ;  and  (4)  the 
means  of  knowledge,  or  the  pramana.4  Every  cognitive  act, 
valid  or  invalid,  has  the  three  factors  of  a  cognising  subject, 
a  content  or  a  what  of  which  the  subject  is  aware,  and  a 

1  Cp.  Bodas:  Tarkasamgraha,  p.  xiii;  Keith:  I.L.A.,  p.  35.  Dr.  Vidya- 
bhusan  divides  the  history  of  the  Nyaya  philosophy  into  three  periods: 
Ancient  (650  b.c.  to  a.d.  ioo),  Mediaeval  (up  to  a.d.  1200),  and  Modern 
(from  a.d.  900).  See  his  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  xiii.  For  an  idea  of 
the  character  of  Modern  Nyaya,  see  Dr.  &ailesvar  Sen’s  A  Study  of  Mathu- 
ranatha’s  Tattva-cintamani-rahasya,  1924. 

*  Niyate  anena  iti  nyayah. 

3  N.B.,  i.  1.  1.  Vatsyayana  uses  the  expression  paramanyaya  for  the 
syllogism  which  combines  in  itself  the  five  parts.  Dignaga  calls  the  members 
of  a  syllogism  nyayavayava.  See  also  N.V.,  iv.  1.  14.  In  Vacaspati’s 
Nyayasuci  the  section  on  the  syllogism  (i.  1.  32-39)  is  spoken  of  as  the 
Nyayaprakarana.  Visvanatha  means  by  Nyayasvarupa  the  essential  structure 
of  the  syllogism.  See  his  Nydyasutravrtti,  i.  1.  25;  i.  1.  31;  i.  1.  38;  i.  1.  40. 
Madhava  (S.D.S.,  xi)  uses  the  word  nyaya  in  the  sense  of  inference  for  the 
sake  of  others. 

4  Pramakaranam  pramanam.  See  also  Veddntaparibhdsa,  i. 
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relation  of  knowledge  between  the  two,  which  are  distinguish¬ 
able  though  not  separable.  The  nature  of  knowledge,  as  valid 
or  invalid,  depends  upon  the  fourth  factor  of  pramana.  It  is 
the  operative  cause  of  valid  knowledge  in  normal  circumstances.1 

While  Vatsyayana  defines  pramana  as  an  instrument  of  knowledge 
or  "  that  by  which  the  knowing  subject  knows  the  object,”  2  Uddyo- 
takara  calls  it  the  cause  of  knowledge  (upalabdhihetu).3  He  admits 
that  this  definition  is  rather  wide,  since  the  cogniser  and  the  object 
cognised  are  also  causes  of  cognition,  but  justifies  it  on  the  ground 
that  "  The  cogniser  and  the  cognised  have  their  function  fulfilled 
elsewhere,  i.e.  the  function  of  the  cognising  subject  and  the  cognised 
object  lies  in,  and  is  only  fulfilled  by  the  inciting  of  the  pramana  into 
activity  ;  pramana,  on  the  other  hand,  does  not  have  its  function 
fulfilled  (except  by  the  bringing  about  of  the  cognition)  ;  so  it  is  the 
pramana  that  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  real  cause  of  the  cognition.” 
Wherever  the  pramana  is  present,  cognition  arises  ;  wherever  it  is 
absent,  whatever  else  may  be  present,  cognition  does  not  arise. 
Pramana  is  thus  the  most  efficient  cause  of  cognition  and  the  last  to 
appear  before  the  cognition  arises. 4  Sivaditya  brings  out  the  logical 
implication  when  he  defines  pramana  as  that  which  produces  prama 
or  knowledge  in  accord  with  reality. 5  Jayanta  makes  pramana  the 
cause  which  produces  non-erroneous,  certain  knowledge  of  objects.6 

The  specific  form  of  knowledge  depends  on  the  pramana. 
The  other  factors  of  subject  and  object  may  be  the  same  in  per¬ 
ception  or  inference.  Similarly,  the  contact  of  the  manas  with 
the  soul  is  the  common  mediate  cause  of  all  forms  of  knowledge. 
Only  contact  (sarhyoga)  takes  different  forms  in  the  different 
kinds  of  knowledge.  Though  the  Nyaya  deals  with  know- 

2  N.v.,  i.  i.  i. 

*  N  B.,  i.  i.  i. 

3  See  also  N.V.T.T.,  i.  i.  i. 

4  N.V.,  i.  i.  i.  Another  objection,  viz.,  that  if  the  pramana  is  brought 

into  existence  by  the  cognising  subject  and  the  cognised  object,  then  these 
two  must  exist  prior  to  the  pramana,  though  as  a  matter  of  fact,  until  the 
pramana  is  there,  we  cannot  recognise  subject  or  object,  which  have  a 
meaning  only  in  relation  to  the  thought  activity  called  the  pramana,  is 
considered.  Uddyotakara  admits  all  this,  but  says  :  “  These  words  are 

not  dependent  on  their  relation  to  present  action  only.”  A  cook  is  a  cook 
whether  he  is  actually  cooking  or  not.  “  The  reason  for  such  usage  lies 
in  the  (expressive)  potency  of  the  word  itself  ;  and  this  potency  is  present 
at  all  times  ;  in  the  same  manner,  there  need  be  no  incongruity  in  the 
assertion  that  the  pramana  is  brought  into  existence  by  the  cognising  subject 
and  the  cognised  object.” 

5  Saptapadarthi,  sec.  144.  See  also  S.D.S.,  xi. 

6  Avyabhicarinim  asamdigdham  arthopalabdhim.  Nyayamanjari .  p.  12. 


THE  LOGICAL  REALISM  OF  THE  NYAYA  45 


ledge,  it  deals  more  especially  with  the  supreme  condition  of 
knowledge  called  the  pramana,and  so  it  is  called  pramanasastra.1 
Before  we  investigate  the  nature  of  objects,  we  must  know 
the  capacity  of  the  instruments  of  knowledge  *  for  “  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  thing  to  be  measured  depends  on  the  knowledge 
of  the  measure.’ ’  2  Pramanasastra  not  only  helps  us  to  a 
right  apprehension  of  objects,  but  also  enables  us  to  test  the 
validity  of  knowledge.  3  It  is  both  formal  and  material,  and 
is  interested  in  consistency  as  well  as  in  truth.  The  Nyaya 
starts  with  the  assumption  that  the  account  of  the  world 
which  our  minds  afford  us  is  in  the  main  a  trustworthy 
account.  All  knowledge  is  revelatory  of  reality  (arthaprakaSa) . 
We  are  so  constituted  as  to  perceive  objects,  notice  their 
resemblances  and  draw  inferences.  These  operations  are 
performed  by  all  thinking  men,  though  with  different  degrees 
of  care  and  exactness.  Whenever  we  have  mental  activity, 
controlled  by  the  purpose  of  acquiring  a  knowledge  of  reality, 
we  have  a  topic  for  logical  inquiry.  Truth-seeking  is  already 
present  in  human  action.  Logical  theory  does  not  create  it. 
It  only  tries  to  interpret  this  element  and  express  its  nature 
in  general  principles.  Its  problem  is  not  much  different  from 
that  of  any  positive  science.  Just  as  a  physiologist  investi¬ 
gates  the  processes  by  which  life  is  sustained  in  the  individual, 
the  logician  states  the  laws  governing  the  process  of  knowledge. 
He  is  no  more  responsible  for  it  than  the  physiologist  is  for 
the  working  of  the  bodily  mechanism. 

The  Nyaya  system  does  not  assume  that  value  and  fact 
are  wholly  disparate  and  require  altogether  different  methods 
of  treatment.  Values  attach  to  facts  and  can  be  studied  only 
in  relation  to  them.  We  do  not  start  with  empty  minds  ; 
we  possess  information  about  the  nature  of  the  world  through 
experience  and  tradition.  A  complex  system  of  knowledge  is 
handed  down  through  the  scriptures.  Adopting  the  inductive 
method  of  science,  the  Nyaya  classifies  the  different  ways  in 
which  our  knowledge  is  acquired.  The  four  pramanas  through 

:  The  importance  attached  by  the  Hindu  thinkers  to  the  investigation 
of  pramanas  is  evident  from  Visvanatha’s  reference  that  pramana  is  one  of 
the  names  of  Visnu. 

2  Manadhina  meyasiddhih.  CitsukhI,  ii.  18. 

3  Cp.  W.  E.  Johnson’s  definition  of  logic  as  “  the  analysis  and  criticism 
of  thought  ”  {Logic,  vol.  i,  p.  xiri). 
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which  correct  knowledge  is  acquired  are  pratyaksa  or  intuition,1 
anumana  or  inference,2  upamana  or  comparison  and  6abda  or 
verbal  testimony. 3  Western  treatises  on  logic  do  not  generally 
treat  of  perception^  but  the  Nyaya  regards  it  as  one  of  the 
important  sources  of  knowledge.  Inference  is  a  central  topic 
of  the  Nyaya  system,  which  is  sometimes  called  Hetuvidya, 
or  the  science  of  reason  on  which  the  validity  of  an  inferential 
argument  depends.  5  According  to  this  view  logic  is  the  theory 
of  inference  or  anumanavada.  Intuitive  or  immediate  know¬ 
ledge  is  beyond  the  scope  of  logic  as  thus  understood.  The 
Nyaya  does  not  justify  this  narrow  usage.  The  inclusion  of  ver¬ 
bal  testimony,  which  covers  the  problem  of  Revealed  Theology, 
shows  the  religious  interest  of  the  system.  The  Nyaya  gives 
us  a  psychological  account  of  these  four  sources  of  knowledge. 
It  affirms  that  logical  inquiry  cannot  be  carried  on  without 
regard  to  the  psychological  processes  by  which  knowledge  as 
mental  content  is  gained.  It  treats  at  length  the  ways  by 
which  the  mind  is  carried  forward  and  impelled  to  produce 
fresh  results.  In  doing  so,  it  also  points  out  the  pitfalls  which 
are  incidental  to  the  employment  of  these  means.  The  pro¬ 
blem  of  logic  is  not  a  purely  inductive  one.  The  mere  generali¬ 
sation,  that  all  our  knowledge  is  gained  through  one  or 
other  of  the  four  sources  of  knowledge,  does  not  explain  the 
problem  of  knowledge.  Generalisation  is  not  explanation. 

The  Nyaya  not  only  inquires  into  the  ways  and  means  by 
which  the  human  mind  assimilates  and  develops  knowledge, 
it  also  interprets  the  logical  facts  and  expresses  them  in  logical 
formulas  which  assume  the  form  of  standards  or  norms  in  all 
cases  of  the  divergence  of  thought  from  its  normal  course  of 
truth-seeking.  Pramanas  thus  become  the  measures  or  canons 

1  Sense-perception  is  only  a  variety  of  intuition  or  direct  apprehension. 

>  Anumana  means  literally  the  knowledge  of  one  thing  after,  or  through 
that  of,  another. 

3  N.S.,  i.  1.3.  Caraka  gives  aptopadesa  or  reliable  assertion,  pratyaksa, 
anumana  and  yukti  or  continuous  reasoning.  See  also  Sthananga  Sutra. 

4  Cp.,  however,  J.  S.  Mill  :  “  Truth  is  known  to  us  in  two  ways,  intuition 
and  inference  "  ( System  of  Logic,  Introduction,  p.  4). 

5  The  term  “  hetuvidya  "  occurs  in  Milinda  (S.B.E.,  vol.  xxxv,  pp.  6-7), 
Lalitavistara  (xii).  Though  “  hetu  ”  means  only  reason  or  ground,  the 
Jaina  thinkers  use  it  in  a  wider  sense.  See  also  Manu,  ii.  11  ;  M.B.,  Adiparva, 
1-67;  Santiparva,  210.  22;  Asvamedhaparva,  85.  27.  The  earlier  gram¬ 
marians,  Panini,  Katyayana  and  Patanjali  accept  this  view.  See  also 
N.V.,  iv  1.  14;  I.L.A.,  p.  11. 
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of  knowledge  by  means  of  which  we  can  check  and  evaluate 
the  knowledge  already  existing  in  us.  Logic  is  thus  the 
science  of  proof  or  the  estimation  of  evidence.  It  discusses 
the  validity  of  knowledge  by  showing  its  dependence  on  given 
grounds  or  compatibility  with  reality.  The  problem  of  truth 
has  important  bearings  on  metaphysical  theory.  The  Nyaya 
is  a  metaphysics  of  reality  (tattvasastra),1  as  well  as  a  theory 
of  knowledge.  Thus  it  is  not  merely  formal  logic  but  a  full 
epistemology,  combining  discussions  of  psychology  and  logic, 
metaphysics  and  theology. 


V 

The  Nature  of  Definition 

The  several  topics  discussed  in  the  Nyaya  Sutra  are  first 
enunciated,  then  defined,  and  lastly  examined.2  Definition 
states  the  essential  nature  (svarupa)  of  a  thing  so  as  to  differ¬ 
entiate  it  from  others.  The  function  of  a  definition  is  to 
distinguish  the  thing  defined  from  all  things  different  from 
itself,  with  which  it  is  likely  to  be  confused. 3  We  can  dis¬ 
tinguish  things  without  stating  their  respective  essences.  An 
asadharana  dharma  or  a  peculiar  attribute  also  helps  us  to 
distinguish.  The  fallacies  incident  to  definition  are  of  three 
kinds  :  Ativyapti,  or  the  extension  of  the  attribute  to  objects 
beyond  the  class  defined,  occurs  in  definitions  which  are  too 
wide,  as  when  we  define  a  cow  as  a  horned  animal ;  Avyapti, 
or  limitation  of  the  attributes  to  only  a  portion  of  the  class 
defined,  which  occurs  in  definitions  which  are  too  narrow,  as 
when  we  define  a  cow  as  a  tawny  animal;  Asambhava,  or 
the  fallacy  committed  when  the  definition  states  an  attribute 
which  is  not  found  in  any  of  the  objects  defined,  as  when  we 
define  a  cow  as  an  animal  with  uncloven  hoofs.  Definition 
states  “  a  characteristic  mark  which  applies  to  all  things  denoted 
by  the  term  defined,  neither  more  nor  less.”  4  To  secure  this, 
we  may  start  with  the  genus  and  subsequently  narrow  its 
denotation  by  the  express  exclusion  of  superfluous  objects,  by 

1  N.B.,  i.  i.  i. 

*  Uddesa,  laksana  and  pariksa,  N.B.,  i.  i.  3. 

3  N.B.,  i.  1.  3. 

4  Lak§yatavacchedakasamaniyatatvam . 
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the  use  of  words  like  other  than  (itara),  different  from  (bhinna).1 
This  is  definition  by  genus  and  difference. 


VI 

Pratyaksa  or  Intuition 

Of  the  different  sources  of  knowledge,  pratyaksa  or  intuition 
is  the  most  important.  Vatsyayana  says,  “  when  a  man  seeks 
the  knowledge  of  a  certain  thing,  if  he  is  told  of  it  by  a  trust¬ 
worthy  person  and  has  the  verbal  cognition  of  the  thing, 
there  is  still  a  desire  in  his  mind  to  ratify  his  information  by 
means  of  inference  through  particular  indicative  features  ; 
and  even  after  he  has  been  able  to  get  at  the  inferential  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  thing,  he  is  still  desirous  of  actually  seeing  the 
thing  with  his  eyes ;  but  when  he  has  once  perceived  the  thing 
directly,  his  desires  are  at  rest  and  he  does  not  seek  for  any 
other  kind  of  knowledge.”  *  The  word  “  pratyaksa  ”  is  am¬ 
biguous,  as  it  is  used  for  both  the  result,  the  apprehension 
of  the  truth  and  the  process  or  the  operation  which  leads  to 
that  result.  Though  “  pratyaksa  ”  originally  meant  sense- 
perception,  it  soon  came  to  cover  all  immediate  apprehension 
whether  through  the  aid  of  the  senses  or  not. 3  Gangesa 
defines  pratyaksa  as  direct  apprehension. 4  It  is  knowledge 
whose  instrumental  cause  is  not  knowledge.5  In  inference, 
comparison  and  verbal  testimony,  we  have  as  our  data  know¬ 
ledge  of  premises  or  of  similarity  or  of  convention.  In  memory 

1  Cp.  the  definition  of  earth  as  jalady  asfadravya  bhinnam  dravyam 
prthivl. 

*  N.B.,  i.  1.3.  It  is  clear  that  one  and  the  same  object  may  be  cognised 
by  more  than  one  pramana.  The  existence  of  the  soul  may  be  known  from 
scripture,  inference  or  mental  perception.  The  existence  of  fire  may  be 
known  through  information  conveyed  by  another  or  actual  perception  or 
inference.  There  are  also  cases  where  only  one  pramana  can  function. 
That  the  performance  of  the  agnihotra  ceremony  leads  to  heaven  is  known 
only  through  scriptural  evidence.  Uddyotakara  holds  that  “  when  the 
same  object  is  cognised  through  different  pramanas  it  is  cognised  in  its 
different  aspects  ”  (N.V.,  Introduction). 

3  Nydyabindufikd,  p.  7  ;  I.P.,  pp.  295-296 

4  Pratyaksasya  saksatkaritvam  laksanam.  Tattvacintamani,  p.  552. 

5  Jnanakaranakam  jiianam  pratyaksam.  Cp.  McTaggart :  “  A  belief 

which  is  directly  based  on  a  perception  ...  is  properly  called  ultimate, 
since,  although  it  is  based  on  something — the  perception — it  is  not  based 
on  any  other  belief  "  (The  Nature  of  Existence,  pp.  42-43). 


THE  LOGICAL  REALISM  OF  THE  NYAYA  49 


we  have  knowledge  of  what  we  have  previously  apprehended, 
in  pratyaksa,  knowledge  is  not  an  antecedent  condition. 
God’s  knowledge  is  direct,  immediate  and  entire,  and  is  not 
instrumented  by  any  other  cognition. 

Gautama  defines  sense-perception  as  “  that  knowledge 
which  arises  from  the  ‘  contact  *  of  a  sense-organ  with  its 
object,  inexpressible  by  words,  unerring  and  well  defined.”1 
This  definition  mentions  the  different  factors  involved  in  the 
act  of  perception  :  (i)  the  senses  (indriyas),  (2)  their  objects 
(artha),  (3)  the  contact  of  the  senses  with  their  objects 
(sannikarsa) ,  and  (4)  cognition  produced  by  this  contact 
(jnanam).  It  is  a  matter  of  inference  that  there  are  sense- 
organs.  The  cognition  of  colour  is  not  possible,  if  there  is 
not  a  visual  organ.2 3 4 5  The  senses  are  said  to  be  five,  correspond¬ 
ing  to  the  five  characters  of  knowledge  (buddhilaksana)  visual, 
auditory,  olfactory,  gustatory  and  tactual.  3  They  occupy 
different  sites  (adhisthana) ,  the  eyeball,  the  earhole,  the  nose, 
the  tongue  and  the  skin.  From  the  varied  nature  of  the 
processes  (gati),  forms  (akrti)  and  constituents  (jati),of  which 
they  are  made,  it  is  evident  that  the  senses  are  five  in  number. 
The  five  sense-organs,  eye,  ear,  nose,  tongue  and  skin,  are 
said  to  be  of  the  same  nature  as  the  five  elements,  light,  ether, 
earth,  water  and  air,  whose  special  qualities  of  colour,  sound, 
smell,  taste  and  tangibility  are  manifested  by  them. 4 

A  view  similar  to  that  of  Democritus,  that  all  the  senses  are  only 
modifications  of  touch, 5  is  refuted  on  the  ground  that  a  blind  man 


1  i.  i.  4.  Cp.  Caraka’s  definition  of  perception  as  the  knowledge  which 
is  produced  by  a  union  of  the  soul  with  the  mind  (manas),  the  senses  and 
their  objects.  Gangesa  criticises  Gautama’s  definition  on  several  grounds  ; 
it  is  too  wide,  since  every  cognition  is  produced  by  the  contact  of  the  object 
with  the  manas,  which  is  also  a  sense.  Again,  it  does  not  apply  to  the 
intuitive  apprehension  of  all  things  that  God  has  without  any  sense-mediation. 
What  is  a  sense  organ  can  be  determined  only  by  perception,  and  the  use 
of  the  term  sense  in  the  definition  involves  the  fallacy  of  circular  reasoning. 

2  Since  the  senses  consist  of  elements  endowed  with  special  qualities, 
they  are  able  to  perceive  their  respective  objects  and  not  themselves.  An 
eye  sees  an  external  object,  but  not  itself  The  only  exception  is  sound 
(N.S.,  iii.  1.  6S-69,  71). 

3  N.S.,  iii.  1.  54. 

4  Nothing  can  offer  resistance  to  a  non-material  all-pervading  substance. 
Since  the  eye  receives  obstruction  from  material  things  like  walls,  it  is  itself 
material. 

5  This  view  is  attributed  to  the  Samkhya  by  Ratnaprabhd  and.  Bhdmatl 
(ii.  2.  10). 
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cannot  see  colour.1  If  the  special  parts  of  touch  partake  of  the  nature 
of  the  senses,  then  the  senses  are  many  ;  if  they  do  not,  then  we  have 
to  admit  that  colour,  sound  and  the  like  are  not  cognisable  by  the 
senses.2  If  there  is  only  one  sense,  the  different  functions  of  seeing, 
hearing,  smelling  can  be  produced  simultaneously.  Besides,  touch 
can  perceive  only  objects  which  are  near,  whereas  sight  and  sound 
perceive  objects  which  are  far  off.  While  the  Nyaya  rejects  the  theory 
of  the  unity  of  sense-organs,  it  recognises  the  distinctive  character  of 
tvak  or  touch.  Relative  consciousness  is  possible  only  when  there  is 
contact  between  manas  and  tvak,  and  when  manas  happens  to  be 
within  the  puritat,  beyond  the  sphere  of  tvak,  as  it  is  in  susupti  or 
dreamless  sleep,  there  is  abeyance  of  conscious  life  altogether. 3 

Manas  (or  mind)  is  a  condition  of  perception.  When  we 
are  deeply  absorbed  in  some  study  we  do  not  hear  the  sound 
of  the  wind,  though  the  sound  affects  the  organ  of  hearing  and 
the  self  is  in  connection  with  it,  being  all-pervading.  Again, 
“  even  when  the  contact  of  more  than  one  sense-organ  with 
their  respective  objects  is  present,  there  is  no  simultaneous 
perception  of  all  these  objects — which  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
while  there  is  proximity  or  contact  of  the  manas  (with  one 
object)  there  is  no  such  contact  of  it  (with  the  other  objects), 
which  shows  that  the  operation  of  the  manas  is  necessary  in 
every  act  of  perception.  ”4  Manas  mediates  between  the  self 
and  the  senses.  It  accounts  for  the  non-simultaneity  of  the 
acts  of  knowledge. 5  The  quick  succession  of  impressions  gives 
sometimes  the  appearance  of  simultaneity.  When  we  run  a 
pin  through  a  number  of  sheets  we  imagine  that  the  piercing 
is  simultaneous,  while  it  is  really  successive.6  It  follows  that 
if  the  manas  is  in  contact  with  one  sense-organ,  it  cannot  be 
so  with  another.  It  is  therefore  said  to  be  atomic  in  dimension. 
If  the  manas  were  all-pervading  (vibhu),  then  we  cannot 
account  for  the  successive  character  of  our  sense-experiences. 
As  soon  as  the  sense  is  in  contact  with  the  object,  the  manas 
comes  with  lightning  speed  to  reach  the  sense.  Besides, 
contact  between  two  all-pervading  substances  is  inconceivable. 
“  Remembrance,  inference,  verbal  cognition,  doubt,  intuition 

2  N.S.,  iii.  i.  51-52. 

*  See  N.S.,  iii.  1.  53. 

5  See  Brh.  Up.,  iv  1.  19  ;  Tarkasariigrahadlpikd,  18. 

4  N.B.,  i.  1.  4. 

5  i.  1.  16  ;  ii.  1.  24  ;  iii.  2.  6-7  ;  N.V.,  i.  1.  it>. 

6  N.B.,  iii  2.  58. 
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(pratibha),  dream,  imagination  (Glia),  as  also  perception  of 
pleasure  and  the  rest  are  indicative  of  the  existence  of  manas.”  1 
The  cognitions  which  the  soul  has,  except  anuvyavasaya,  are  not 
self-luminous.2  We  become  aware  of  them  as  we  become  aware 
of  feelings  and  desires  through  the  manas. 

Vatsyayana  includes  manas  under  the  senses.  He  calls  it  the 
inner  sense  by  which  we  apprehend  the  inner  states  of  feelings,  desires 
and  cognitions.  While  the  sun  in  the  sky  and  the  inkstand  on  the 
table  are  experienced  immediately  as  belonging  to  a  world  other  than 
myself,  feelings  of  pleasure  and  pain,  emotions  of  joy  and  sorrow,  and 
acts  of  wishing  and  desiring  are  experienced  immediately  as  qualities 
of  the  soul.  The  self  perceives  the  inner  states  through  the  instru¬ 
mentality  of  the  manas,  while  the  co-operation  of  the  senses  is  necessary 
for  the  apprehension  of  outer  non-subjective  states. 3  The  distinction 
between  inner  and  outer  is  not  coincident  with  that  between  subjective 
and  objective,  since  the  desire  to  write  on  paper  is  as  much  an  object  of 
direct  apprehension  as  the  paper  itself.  The  relation  of  knowledge  is 
exactly  the  same  whether  the  object  is  an  external  one  like  the  paper 
or  an  internal  one  like  desire.  The  object  is  as  directly  and  immediately 
known  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other. 4 

Vatsyayana  holds  that  manas  is  as  good  a  sense-organ  as  the  eye 
and  the  like,  though  there  are  certain  marked  differences.  The  outer 
senses  are  composed  of  material  or  elemental  substances,  are  effective 
on  only  a  few  specific  objects,  and  are  capable  of  acting  as  organs 


*  N.B.,  i.  i.  16. 

»  Even  the  Naiyayikas  regard  anuvyavasaya  as  self-luminous. 

3  Cp.  with  this  Locke’s  distinction  between  sensation  and  reflection, 
the  outer  sense  which  gives  us  knowledge  of  the  external  world  and  the 
inner  sense  which  gives  us  knowledge  of  the  activity  of  our  own  minds 
( Essay  on  the  Human  Understanding,  ii.  i.  4).  Uddyotakara  makes  a  dis¬ 
tinction  between  pleasure  and  the  cognition  of  pleasure.  Pleasure  is  the 
object  perceived,  and  the  cognition  of  pleasure  arises  when  the  manas  is 
brought  into  contact  with  the  feeling.  The  agreeable  feeling  of  coolness 
is  produced  by  the  contact  of  the  skin  with  the  cool  wind,  and  when  the 
manas  comes  into  contact  with  it  the  cognition  of  agreeableness  arises. 

4  Manas,  however,  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  instrument  of  its  own 
cognition.  When  the  cognition  of  non-simultaneity,  which  indicates  the 
existence  of  manas,  is  brought  about  by  means  of  the  manas,  the  cognition 
of  manas  thus  obtained  is  due  to  the  presence  of  the  manas.  It  is  not  a 
case  of  manas  operating  on  itself,  for  manas  is  not  the  instrument  in  the 
existence  or  cognition  of  itself.  In  the  cognition  of  manas,  the  instrument 
consists  of  the  manas  along  with  the  cognition  of  its  indicative.  The  manas 
thus  qualified  is  not  the  manas  by  itself.  See  N.V.T.T.,  iii.  I.  17.  Uddyo¬ 
takara  holds  that  manas  can  be  directly  perceived  through  yogic  practices 
(N.V.,  iii.  1.  17). 
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only,  as  endowed  with  specific  qualities  which  they  apprehend,  whereas 
manas  is  immaterial,  effective  on  all  objects,  and  is  capable  of  acting 
as  an  organ,  without  being  endowed  with  any  specific  quality.  1 
Uddyotakara  does  not  altogether  support  this  view.  The  question  of 
materiality  or  its  opposite  applies  only  to  produced  things,  while  manas 
is  not  a  product  at  all.  He  admits  that  manas  operates  on  all  things 
while  the  senses  function  only  in  limited  areas.  Manas,  according  to 
this  writer,  resembles  the  self  in  being  the  substratum  of  the  contact 
which  is  the  cause  of  remembrance,  as  also  of  that  contact  which  brings 
about  the  cognition  of  pleasure.2  Each  self  has  its  own  manas,  which 
is  eternal,  though  subtle  and  devoid  of  magnitude.  The  manas  in  each 
self  is  one  and  not  many,  for  if  there  were  many  in  a  single  self,  there 
would  be  simultaneous  appearance  of  many  cognitions,  many  desires 
in  the  same  self,  which  is  not  the  case.  3 

Since  perception  is  a  kind  of  knowledge  or  jnana,  it  belongs 
to  the  self.  Though  the  contact  between  the  self  and  the 
manas  is  eternal  in  a  certain  sense,  it  may  be  said  to  be 
renewed  with  each  fresh  mental  act.  The  Nyaya  assumes  a 
naturalistic  relation  between  the  self  and  the  object.  The 
outward  object  is  conceived  as  making  an  impression  on  the 
self,  even  as  the  seal  does  on  the  wax.  The  Nyaya  theory  of 
perception  does  not  solve  the  central  problem  of  physiological 
psychology  as  to  how  the  stimulus  of  an  external  object  on  the 
sense-organ  which  is  resolved  into  a  form  of  mechanical  contact 
becomes  transformed  into  a  psychical  state.  Even  to-day  the 
problem  remains  a  mystery,  in  spite  of  the  great  advance  of 
scientific  knowledge 

For  a  perception  to  arise  there  must  be  objects  external 
to  the  percipient.  By  this  realistic  assumption,  the  Nyaya 
is  saved  from  subjectivism,  which  holds  that  we  have  only 
momentary  feelings  and  that  the  belief  in  external  reality  is 
the  fancy  of  the  unlearned.  The  contact  of  sense  with  its 
appropriate  object  leads  to  the  direct  presentation  of  that 
object  to  consciousness.  The  relation  between  the  object 
which  is  the  stimulus  and  the  conscious  effect  which  is  the 
perception  is  studied  and  suggestions  of  minima  sensibilia,  etc., 
are  not  wanting,  though  accurate  results  on  these  questions 
were  not  possible  in  the  absence  of  fine  apparatus. 

The  definition  of  perception  assumes  the  contact  of  self 
and  manas  which  is  present  in  all  cognitions  and  the  contact 

*  W.6.,  i.  i.  4.  *  iv.V.,  i  i  4.  3  N.V.,  iii.  2.  56. 
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of  manas  and  the  senses,  and  specifies  “  sense-object  contact  ” 
as  its  distinguishing  feature.1  Perception  follows  upon  or 
accompanies  the  modification  of  the  self  produced  by  the 
contact  of  the  senses  with  their  objects.  “  If  the  sense- 
organs  were  operative  without  actually  getting  at  the  objects, 
then  they  could  perceive  things  behind  the  wall  also/’ 2 3 4  which 
is  not  normally  the  case.  Sannikarsa  does  not  mean,  according 
to  Uddyotakara,  conjunction,  but  only  “  becoming  ”  an  object 
of  sense  or  standing  in  a  definite  relation  to  the  sense-organ. 

Objects  are  of  different  kinds.  A  blade  of  grass  is  a 
substance,  its  greenness  is  a  quality,  and  since  qualities  in¬ 
here  in  substances,  they  cannot  be  perceived  apart  from 
the  latter. 3  Substances  and  qualities  as  genera  do  not  have 
independent  existence,  and  are  perceived  only  through  the 
perception  of  their  substrata.  The  contact  between  a  sense- 
organ  and  a  substance  is  one  of  conjunction  or  samyoga,  while 
the  relation  between  a  substance  and  its  quality  or  genus  and 
individual  is  one  of  inherence  or  samavaya.  The  eye,  for 
example,  comes  directly  into  conjunction  with  substance,  but 
only  “  indirectly  ”  with  colour  which  inheres  in  that  substance, 
and  still  more  “  indirectly  "  with  the  class  concept  which 
inheres  in  colour  which  resides  in  the  object  with  which  the 
eye  is  in  conjunction. 

The  sense-object  contact  is  said  to  be  of  six  different  kinds.  The 
first  is  mere  conjunction  (samyoga),  as  when  we  perceive  a  substance 
jar.  The  second  is  inherence  in  that  which  is  in  conjunction  (samyukta- 
samavaya),  as  when  we  perceive  the  quality  or  the  genus  of  a  sub¬ 
stance,  as  the  colour  of  the  jar.  The  third  is  inherence  in  that  which 
inheres  in  that  which  is  in  conjunction  (samyukta-samaveta-samavaya), 
as  when  we  perceive  the  genus  of  the  quality  of  a  substance  or  the 
genus  of  the  colour  of  the  jar.  The  fourth  is  inherence  (samavaya), 
as  when  we  cognise  the  quality  of  sound  where  the  relation  between 
the  ear  and  the  sound  is  one  of  inherence. 4  The  fifth  is  inherence  in 
that  which  inheres  (samavetasamavaya),  as  when  we  cognise  the  genus 
of  a  quality  independent  of  the  substance,  as  the  genus  of  the  quality 
of  sound.  The  last  is  (vi^esanata),  or  the  relation  of  the  qualification 


1  ii.  i.  29 

*  Nydyakandali,  p.  23  ;  N.B.,  ii.  1.  19. 

3  Except  in  the  case  of  sound,  which,  though  a  quality,  is  perceived 
by  itself. 

4  The  organ  of  hearing  is  the  akasa  confined  within  the  cavity  of  the 
ear,  and  sabda  or  sound  is  the  property  of  akasa 
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and  the  qualified.  When  we  perceive  the  absence  of  the  jar  we  have 
an  illustration  of  this,  since  there  is  union  of  our  eye  with  the  floor 
in  which  abides  the  qualification  of  the  non-existence  of  the  jar.  The 
contact  may  be  expressed  in  two  forms,  either  as  “  the  ground  is 
qualified  by  the  absence  of  the  jar"  (ghatabhavavad  bhutalam),  the 
ground  serving  as  the  subject  and  the  absence  of  the  jar  as  the  qualifi¬ 
cation,  or  as,  "  there  is  the  absence  of  a  jar  on  the  ground  "  (bhutale 
ghatabhavo’sti),  in  which  case  the  relations  are  reversed.  In  the  first 
case,  the  negation  forms  the  qualification  of  that  which  is  in  contact 
(samyukta-visesanata) ,  namely,  the  ground  with  the  eye  ;  in  the 
second  case,  the  negation  is  to  be  qualified  by  that  which  is  in  contact 
(samyukta-vi£esyata).1  These  distinctions  are  based  on  the  meta¬ 
physical  assumptions  of  the  Nyaya  regarding  the  nature  of  reality, 
that  things,  qualities  and  relations  belong  to  the  object- wo  rid.  The 
Nyaya  assumes,  with  the  Vai^esika,  that  there  are  substances,  qualities, 
actions,  generality,  particularity,  inherence  and  non-existence.  A 
substance  having  magnitude  is  perceived  by  sight  provided  it  has 
manifest  colour.2  The  form  of  contact  is  conjunction,  the  eye  and 
the  object  are  said  to  come  into  actual  contact.  According  to  modern 
Nyaya,  touch  also  apprehends  substances,  if  the  latter  are  tangible. 
Qualities  and  motion  are  perceived  by  the  second  form  of  contact. 
Generality  is  perceived  by  the  second  or  the  third  kind,  according  as 
it  is  the  generality  of  substance,  quality  or  motion.  The  Nyaya  holds 
that  samavaya  or  inherence  is  itself  a  matter  of  perception,  while  the 
Vai£esika  regards  it  as  an  object  of  inherence.  Non-existence  is 
covered  by  the  sixth  mode. 

Kumarila  and  the  followers  of  the  Vedanta  adopt  the  view  that 
non-cognition  (anupalabdhi)  is  an  independent  means  of  knowledge. 
According  to  Kumarila,  when  we  apprehend  the  non-existence  of  the 
jar,  we  have  two  different  cognitions,  a  positive  of  the  ground  and  a 
negative  of  the  absence  of  the  jar.  The  Naiyayika  believes  that  the 
non-existence  of  the  jar  qualifies  the  vacant  ground,  and  the  ground 
thus  qualified  is  perceived.  If  it  is  said  that  we  can  perceive  only 
things  which  are  in  contact  with  sense-organs  and  there  can  be  no 
contact  between  the  absence  of  things  and  the  sense-organs,  the 
Naiyayika  replies,  that  the  critics  wrongly  assume  that  conjunction  and 
inherence  are  the  only  relations.  Neither  of  them  is  possible  in  the 
case  of  non-existence,  since  conjunction  holds  good  only  between  two 
substances,  and  non-existence  is  not  a  substance,  and  inherence  is  not 
possible,  since  non-existence  is  not  inseparably  related  with  anything. I 


*  Keith  :  I.L.A.,  p.  77. 

*  V.S.,  iv.  1.  6. 

3  The  Nyaya  view  of  the  relation  of  the  qualification  and  the  qualified 
is  criticised  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  strictly  a  relation,  since  it  is  not  one 
subsisting  in  two  things  distinct  from  itself.  A  relation  is  distinct  from 
the  two  things  related,  and  one  only  while  subsisting  in  both  of  them. 
Conjunction  is  different  from  the  drum  and  the  stick,  and  is  one  as  sub- 
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According  to  the  Buddhists,  the  perception  of  negation  does  not  mean 
the  existence  of  negation,  but  only  the  existence  of  “  something  ” 
which  is  the  basis  of  negation.  The  positive  perception  of  the  ground 
without  the  jar  is  confused  with  the  perception  of  the  negation  of  the 
jar.  But  the  Nyaya  holds  that  the  perception  of  positive  existents 
is  as  much  a  fact  as  the  perception  of  the  negative  ones.  If  it  is  said 
that  the  non-perception  of  the  jar  on  the  ground  is  the  perception  of 
the  ground  without  the  jar,  the  question  may  be  asked,  is  this  being 
without  the  jar  identical  with  the  ground  or  different  from  it  ?  The 
two  cannot  be  identical.  If  there  is  a  difference  between  the  ground 
with  the  jar  and  the  ground  without  it,  one  is  apprehended  by  per¬ 
ception  as  much  as  the  other.1 

The  Buddhist  logicians  make  out  that  the  visual  and  the  auditory 
organs  do  not  come  into  direct  contact  with  their  objects,  but  apprehend 
objects  at  a  distance  as  well.  They  are  capable  of  apprehending  objects 
without  coming  into  contact  with  them  (aprapyakari) .  The  Naiyayika 
argues  that  the  visual  organ  is  not  the  eyeball  or  the  pupil  of  the  eye, 
which  is  only  the  seat  (adhisthana)  of  the  visual  organ,  which  is  of  the 
nature  of  light  (tejas),  and  the  ray  of  light  goes  out  of  the  pupil  to  the 
object  at  a  distance  and  comes  into  direct  contact  with  it.  That  is  why 
we  have  a  direct  visual  perception  of  direction,  distance  and  position.3 

sisting  in  both  of  them.  The  relation  between  the  qualification  and  the 
qualified  is  not  of  this  character.  In  the  case  of  a  man  carrying  a  stick, 
the  character  of  qualification  belonging  to  the  stick  is  not  distinct  from  itself, 
nor  is  the  qualifiedness  of  the  man  distinct  from  the  man.  The  qualification 
and  the  qualified  are  identical  with  the  things  themselves.  In  the  case  of 
non-existence,  it  must  be  both  the  qualification  and  the  qualified,  since  it 
is  not  possible  for  any  substance,  quality  or  action  to  subsist  in  non¬ 
existence.  So  the  character  of  a  qualification  as  belonging  to  non-existence 
must  consist  in  its  own  form  as  capable  of  bringing  about  a  cognition  tainted 
with  itself.  So  it  is  said  that  non-existence  which  is  incapable  of  any 
relation  cannot  be  perceived  by  the  senses.  Gange^a  adopts  the  view  that 
the  same  instrument  helps  us  to  perceive  the  object  as  well  as  its  absence. 
Non-existence  is  not  the  result  of  inference  from  non-perception,  but  is  an 
object  of  perception. 

1  Nyayabindu,  p.  n,  and  Nyayamanjari,  pp.  53-57. 

*  N.V.,  i.  1.  4.  An  interesting  question  about  the  visual  organ,  whether 
it  is  single  or  double,  is  considered.  Vatsyayana  assumes  that  the  organs  are 
two,  and  when  we  see  a  thing  first  with  one  eye  and  then  with  the  other  we 
have  recognition  of  the  thing  as  being  the  same  as  that  seen  on  a  previous 
occasion,  which  only  shows  that  there  is  a  common  perceiver.  Uddyotakara 
does  not  accept  this  view  (see  N.B.  and  N.V.  on  iii.  1.  7,  11).  Descartes 
was  much  exercised  with  the  problem  how  and  why  two  separate  impressions 
such  as  are  given  by  our  two  eyes  or  our  two  ears  unite  to  give  a  single 
sensation  to  the  mind.  He  thought  it  was  accounted  for  by  the  single 
narrow  passage  at  the  pineal  gland  which  gave  the  movements  in  the  animal 
spirits  admission  to  the  brain.  The  rays  do  not  possess  the  quality  of 
obviousness,  since,  on  that  view,  they  would  have  obstructed  our  vision  by 
standing  as  a  screen  between  the  eye  and  their  object.  Though  unper¬ 
ceived,  the  rays  of  the  eye  reach  the  object  through  the  aid  of  external  light 
(see  N.B.,  iii.  i.  38-49). 
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The  Buddhist  logician  objects  to  the  Nyaya  view  on  the  following 
grounds  :  (i)  The  visual  organ  is  the  pupil  of  the  eye  through  which 
we  see  the  objects,  and  the  pupil  cannot  go  out  of  itself  and  come  into 
contact  with  the  object  at  a  distance.  (2)  The  visual  organ  apprehends 
objects  much  larger  than  itself,  like  mountains,  etc.,  which  it  cannot 
do  if  it  were  to  come  into  direct  contact  with  the  objects  to  apprehend 
them.  (3)  The  fact  that  the  visual  organ  takes  the  same  time  to 
apprehend  the  top  of  a  tree  or  the  moon,  shows  that  the  eye  need  not 
go  out  to  the  object.  (4)  The  eye  cannot  go  out  to  its  object,  since 
then  it  would  not  be  able  to  apprehend  objects  behind  glass,  mica  and 
the  like.  The  visual  perception  of  distance  and  direction  is  not  direct 
but  acquired.1  Udayana  in  his  Kiranavali2 3 4  attempts  to  answer  these 
objections.  (1)  Whatever  apprehends  or  manifests  an  object  must 
come  into  contact  with  it.  A  lamp  illuminates  an  object  with  which 
it  comes  into  contact.  So  also  the  visual  organ,  which  is  of  the  nature 
of  light,  goes  out  of  the  pupil  to  reach  the  object.  (2)  The  light  issuing 
out  of  the  pupil  spreads  out  and  covers  the  object  and  it  becomes 
coextensive  with  the  field  of  vision.  (3)  There  is  a  difference  in  the 
time  intervals  required  in  the  apprehension  of  near  and  distant  objects, 
though  it  is  not  felt  by  us.  The  distant  moon  is  seen  on  opening  the 
eye,  since  the  motion  of  light  is  inconceivably  swift.  The  suggestion 
that  the  light  of  the  eye  issuing  out  of  the  pupil  becomes  blended  with 
the  external  light  and  comes  into  contact  with  near  and  distant  objects 
simultaneously  is  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  on  such  a  theory  we 
must  be  able  to  apprehend  objects  hidden  from  our  view,  even 
those  at  our  back.  (4)  Glass,  mica  and  the  like  are  transparent  in 
nature,  and  so  do  not  obstruct  the  passage  of  light.  The  Purva 
Mimamsa  supports  the  Nyaya  view  that  all  sense-organs  are  prapyakari, 
i.e.  come  into  contact  with  objects  they  apprehend.  In  the  case  of 
auditory  perception,  the  sound  that  starts  at  a  certain  place  travels 
through  air  by  a  series  of  sound-waves,  and  the  auditory  sense  and  last 
sound  meet.  Sound  is  propagated  from  its  original  source  in  a  series 
comparable  to  the  motion  of  waves  or  the  shooting  out  of  the  filaments 
in  all  directions  from  the  plant.  3  We  get  the  sense  of  direction  from 
the  sound  since  the  diversity  of  the  sources  qualifies  the  sound  and 
particular  parts  of  the  auditory  organ  are  roused  to  action.  In  the  case 
of  smell,  small  particles  of  the  object  are  carried  by  the  air  to  the  nose. 
Mere  contact  of  object  with  sense  is  enough  to  provoke  perception, 
as  when  a  sleeping  person  hears  the  thunderclap. 4 

1  N.V.,  i.  1.  4.;  see  also  Vivaranaprameyasamgraha,  pp.  187  ff. 

*  Bibl.  Ind.  ed.,  pp.  286  ff. 

3  See  Vivrti  of  Jayanarayana,  ii.  2.  37.  Kumarila  disputes  this  view 
on  the  ground  that,  since  the  akasa  is  one  and  invisible,  all  ears  should  be 
equally  affected  and  every  sound  heard  by  all;  or  again,  if  one  is  deaf,  all 
should  be  deaf.  Again,  sounds  travelling  with  the  wind  are  heard  at  a  greater 
distance  than  those  travelling  against  it,  which  cannot  be  accounted  for,  as 
the  propagation  of  waves  takes  place  in  akasa  which  is  unaffected  by  sound. 

4  N.B,,  ii.  1.  26.  It  is  involuntary,  as  it  is  not  due  to  the  effort  (prayatna) 
of  the  self,  and  so  is  traced  to  adjr§ta  or  unseen  destiny  (N.B.,  ii.  1.  29). 
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The  first  characteristic  of  the  nature  of  perceptual  know¬ 
ledge  mentioned  by  Gautama  is  that  it  is  inexpressible 
(avyapadesyam).  A  thing  is  not  necessarily  perceived  as 
bearing  a  name.  The  name  has  value  for  social  intercourse, 
but  is  not  necessarily  operative  at  the  time  when  the  object 
is  perceived.  According  to  a  famous  teacher  mentioned  by 
Jayanta,  perception  excludes  all  cognitions  of  things  where 
names  enter  as  integral  factors.  If  a  man  sees  a  fruit  and 
experiences  its  nature,  it  is  a  perception  ;  but  if  he  hears 
from  somebody  its  name  as  jack-fruit,  then  it  is  not  perception 
but  verbal  cognition.1 *  Vatsyay ana  holds  that  an  object  may 
be  perceived  with  or  without  the  apprehension  of  its  name. 
In  the  former  case  we  have  determinate  perception,  in  the 
latter  indeterminate  perception.3  The  distinction  between 
inexpressible  (avyapadesya)  and  well  defined  (vyavasayatmaka) 
is  equated  with  indeterminate  (nirvikalpaka)  and  determinate 
(savikalpaka). 

Vatsyayana  and  Uddyotakara  do  not  refer  to  this  distinction,  and 
Vacaspati,  who  mentions  it,  attributes  it  to  his  teacher  Trilocana.3 
All  the  later  logicians,  such  as  Bhasarvajna,  Ke£ava  Mi£ra,  Annam 

1  The  ^abdikas  hold  that  the  object  of  all  perception  is  the  word  denoting 
the  object  (vagrupam  tattvam).  Jayanta  criticises  this  ( Nyayamahjari , 
p.  99),  and  Vacaspati  asks,  if  objects  are  identical  with  names,  are  they 
identical  with  eternal  sounds  or  conventional  sounds  ?  Perceived  objects 
cannot  be  identical  with  unperceived  sounds  ;  nor  are  they  identical  with 
names,  since  children  perceive  objects  without  knowing  their  names.  So 
those  whe  do  not  know  the  meanings  of  words  have  indeterminate  percep¬ 
tions,  and  even  those  who  know  them  have  first  indeterminate  perception, 
which  revives  the  subconscious  impression  of  the  name  perceived  in  the 
past,  and  then  the  indeterminate  perception  becomes  determinate  (N.V.T.T., 
i.  i.  4). 

1  N.B.,  i.  i.  4.  See  also  Nydyamanjari,  p.  99.  Jayanta  says  that  inde¬ 
terminate  perception  cannot  apprehend  the  word  or  name  denoting  the  object. 
The  word  is  not  an  object  of  visual  perception,  and  there  can  be  no  com¬ 
prehension  of  the  word  if  the  relation  between  the  sign  and  the  thing 
signified  is  not  apprehended  and  the  residual  trace  is  not  revived.  Deter¬ 
minate  perception  is  mixed  up  with  verbal  images,  while  indeterminate 
perception  is  not,  and  in  the  matter  of  the  apprehension  of  generality, 
quality,  etc.,  there  is  no  difference  between  the  two.  Bhartrhari  believes 
that  there  can  be  no  thought  without  language,  and  so  indeterminate  per¬ 
ception,  which  is  supposed  to  be  independent  of  all  language,  is  for  him  an 
impossibility  (N.V.T.T.,  i.  1.  4). 

3  Ratnakirti  refers  to  this  writer  in  his  Apohasiddhi  and  Ksanabhahga- 
siddhi.  See  Six  Buddhist  Nydya  Tracts,  edited  by  M.  M.  Haraprasad  £astri. 
Visvanatha  mentions  the  distinction  of  indeterminate  and  determinate  as 
an  alternative  explanation.  See  his  N.S.  Vrtti,  i.  1.4. 
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Bhatta,  and  the  followers  of  the  Samkliya  and  the  Vai£esika  and 
Kumarila  accept  it.  Gautama’s  definition  seems  to  regard  all  per¬ 
ceptual  knowledge  as  determinate.  If  we  are  in  doubt  whether  the 
object  at  a  distance  is  a  man  or  a  post,  dust  or  smoke,  we  do  not  have 
perception.  The  Jainas,  who  hold  that  in  all  perception  we  are 
conscious  of  the  subject  which  perceives  as  well  as  the  object  that  is 
perceived,  deny  the  possibility  of  indeterminate  perception. 

Savikalpaka  or  determinate  perception  implies  a  knowledge 
of  the  genus  to  which  the  perceived  object  belongs,  of  the 
specific  qualities  which  distinguish  the  individual  object  from 
the  other  members  of  the  same  class  and  of  the  union  of  the 
two.  This  distinct  knowledge  of  the  genus,  the  differentia 
and  their  union,  is  absent  in  indeterminate  perception.1  The 
distinction  between  indeterminate  and  determinate  perception 
answers  roughly  to  that  between  acquaintance  with  and  know¬ 
ledge  about  an  object,  simple  apprehension  and  perceptual 
judgment. 

According  to  the  earlier  VaiSesikas,  indeterminate  perception  is 
an  immediate  cognition  of  the  generic  and  specific  characters  of  its 
object  without  a  knowledge  of  the  difference  between  them.  In 
determinate  perception  the  distinction  between  the  two  sets  of  pro¬ 
perties  is  apprehended  and  the  object  is  perceived  as  belonging  to  a 
determinate  class.3  Vacaspati  thinks  that  in  indeterminate  perception 
we  perceive  the  properties  of  the  object,  though  we  do  not  relate  them 
with  the  object  in  the  subject-predicate  relation  (vi§esana-vi£esya- 
bhava),  which  we  do  in  determinate  perception.  Sridhara  is  of  this 
opinion.  Prabhakara  agrees  with  the  earlier  Vaisesikas,  who  hold  that 
in  indeterminate  perception  we  apprehend  the  mere  form  of  the  object 
(svarupamatra) .  Though  we  perceive  the  generic  and  the  specific 
features,  there  is  no  discriminative  apprehension  of  the  two,  as  we 
have  in  determinate  perception.  Gangesa  defines  indeterminate  per¬ 
ception  as  that  of  an  object  and  its  generic  nature  as  unrelated  to 
each  other.  Immediately  after  the  contact  of  an  object  with  the 
sense-organ,  say  a  jar  with  the  eye,  the  jar  is  not  perceived  as  belonging 
to  the  class  of  jars. 3  When  the  relation  between  the  object  and  the 
class  to  which  it  belongs  is  also  apprehended,  we  have  determinate 

*  According  to  the  Tarkabhdsa,  in  indeterminate  perception,  though  the 
self  is  in  contact  with  the  manas,  manas  with  the  sense,  and  the  sense  with 
the  object,  still  the  last  factor  of  the  object  is  secondary,  while  it  becomes 
primary  in  the  case  of  determinate  perception. 

i  Nyayakandali,  p.  190.  Prabhakara  and  Parthasarathi  JVIisra,  who 
hold  that  determinate  perception  is  a  complex  of  sense -presentation  and 
memory  image,  support  this  view. 

3  Prathamato  ghafaghafatvayor  vkdstanavagahy  eva  jnanam  jayate, 
tad  eva  nirvikalpam.  See  Siddhantamuktavali,  p.  58. 
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perception.  Indeterminate  perception,  according  to  Annam  Bliatta, 
is  the  perception  of  an  object  without  its  qualifications,  while  deter¬ 
minate  perception  comprehends  the  relation  of  the  qualified  and  the 
qualifications  such  as  name  and  class.1 

This  analysis  of  determinate  perception  brings  out  the 
elements  of  conception  and  judgment  involved  in  the  act  of 
perception.  The  fallacy  of  the  psychical  staircase  theory,  that 
we  have  first  perception,  then  conception  and  then  judgment, 
is  avoided. 

A  different  view  of  indeterminate  perception,  which  is 
rather  unsatisfactory,  makes  itself  felt  in  the  later  Nyaya. 
It  is  said  that  what  is  present  to  consciousness  is  determinate 
perception,  from  which  we  infer  the  existence  of  the  indeter¬ 
minate.  The  determinate  perception  of  an  object  as  qualified 
by  some  properties  presupposes  an  indeterminate  perception 
of  the  properties,  without  which  determinate  perception  is 
not  possible.  If  the  perception  of  the  properties  were  also 
determinate,  then  it  would  imply  the  perception  of  the  pro¬ 
perties  of  the  properties  and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  To  avoid 
it  we  assume  indeterminate  perception.2 

Some  Naiyayikas  do  not  regard  indeterminate  perception  as  a 
matter  of  inference,  but  look  upon  it  as  a  state  of  consciousness,  which 
gives  us  mere  existence. 3  Those  who  regard  it  as  a  fact  of  conscious¬ 
ness  mean  by  it  vague  apprehension,  while  those  who  take  it  as  an 

1  He  also  makes  indeterminate  perception  nisprakarakam,  while  deter¬ 
minate  perception  is  saprakarakam,  where  prakarata  means  the  property 
of  a  particular  cognition,  which  distinguishes  it  as  the  cognition  of  a  particular 
object  from  other  cognitions. 

1  I.L.A.,  pp.  72-73.  Annam  Bhatta,  in  Dipika  (42),  says:  “  Visistajnanam 
visesanajnanajanyam,  visistajnanatvat,  danditi  jnanavat.  Visesanajnana- 
syapi,  savikalpakatve,  anavasthaprasangan  nirvikalpakasiddhih.”  See  also 
Siddhdntamuktavali,  58.  Visistajnana  is  judgment  or  knowledge  of  a  subject 
(visesya)  as  qualified  by  an  attribute  (visesana).  The  Nyaya  holds  that 
for  such  knowledge  (ghato  ’yam)  we  require  not  only  contact  of  the  sense- 
organ  with  the  visesya  (ghafa)  jar,  but  also  a  previous  knowledge  of  the 
visesana  or  jarness  (ghatatva).  Tnis  previous  knowledge  is  technically 
called  nirvikalpaka  or  indeterminate,  and  is  inferred  and  not  directly  known 
(atindriyam) .  The  Purva  Mimamsa  and  the  Vedanta  deny  the  necessity 
of  a  previous  knowledge  of  the  attribute,  and  hold  that  the  senses  come  into 
contact  with  both  the  attribute  and  its  subject.  This  view  that  we  have 
indeterminate  knowledge  of  the  mere  jarness  first  is  not  supported  by  psy¬ 
chology.  Universal  ideas  are  not  the  first  to  appear  in  consciousness.  Know¬ 
ledge  progresses  from  the  indefinite  to  the  definite.  The  concept  of  jar  is 
logically  and  not  chronologically  prior  to  the  perceptive  judgment. 

4  Vastusvarupamatra:  Nydyasara,  pp.  3,  4,  84-86. 
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abstraction  from  determinate  consciousness  equate  it  with  the  aware¬ 
ness  of  abstract  qualities,  which  is,  however,  called  indeterminate, 
since  there  is  not  self-appropriation  (anuvyavasaya). 

The  main  tendency,  however,  of  the  Nyaya  is  to  regard 
indeterminate  perception  as  the  starting-point  of  all  know¬ 
ledge,  though  it  is  not  itself  knowledge.  It  is  immediate 
apprehension  of  an  object  which  is  not  in  the  strict  sense 
cognitive.  It  is  a  state  of  undifferentiated,  non-relational 
consciousness,  free  from  the  work  of  assimilation  and  dis¬ 
crimination,  analysis  and  synthesis.  It  may  be  regarded  as 
dumb  and  inarticulate  and  free  from  verbal  images.  Deter¬ 
minate  perception  is  a  mediate,  differentiated,  relational  mode 
of  consciousness  involving  the  results  of  assimilation  and 
discrimination.  It  is  articulate,  concrete  and  determinate. 
In  indeterminate  perception,  the  class  characters  and  relations 
are  implicitly  present,  though  they  are  brought  into  relief  in 
determinate  perception.  This  view  is  supported  by  Partha- 
sarathi  Misra.  Indeterminate  perception  or  sense-experience 
and  determinate  perception  or  perceptual  judgment  are  the 
rudimentary  and  the  advanced  types  of  a  process  which  is 
essentially  identical  in  nature.  Since  indeterminate  percep¬ 
tion  does  not  transcend  immediacy,  is  dumb  and  unanalysed, 
is  what  James  calls  “  raw  un verbalised  experience/’  the  dis¬ 
tinction  between  true  and  false  does  not  apply  to  it.1  “  The 
first  time  that  we  see  light,  in  Condillac’s  phrase,  we  are  it 
rather  than  see  it.”  2  There  is  therefore  no  possibility  of 
error  in  simple  apprehension.  In  perceptual  judgment,  where 
a  predicate  is  ascribed  to  a  subject,  the  logical  issue  arises, 
since  our  judgment  may  or  may  not  conform  to  the  objective 
order.  When  we  say  “  That  is  a  man,”  our  knowledge  in  so 
far  as  it  is  called  “  that  ”  is  true,  while  in  so  far  as  it  is 
described  as  “  man,”  it  may  or  may  not  be  true. 3 

The  Buddhist  logicians  contend  that  determinate  per¬ 
ception  is  mediate  knowledge  which  is  not  free  from  precon¬ 
ceptions,  while  indeterminate  perception  is  free  from 
preconceptions  (ka,lpanapodham).4  The  latter  does  not 

1  See  Nllakantha’s  Tarkasamgrahadipikaprakdsa. 

*  James  :  Principles  of  Psychology,  vol.  ii,  p.  4.  See  also  N.B.,  iv.  2.  37. 

3  N.B.,  iii.  2.  37. 

4  Kalpana,  according  to  Dharmaklrti,  is  the  activity  of  thought  by  which 
9,  name  is  given  to  the  object.  Abhilapasamsargayogyapratibhasapratitib 
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apprehend  the  qualifications  of  the  object,  such  as  generality, 
substantiality,  quality,  action,  name,  but  simply  grasps  the 
specific  individuality  of  the  object,  its  svalaksana.1  The  real 
with  which  we  come  into  contact  is  inexpressible,  and  what 
we  express  has  for  its  province  concepts.  Dharmakirti  says, 
“  the  object  of  perception  is  like  itself  (svalaksana),  while  that 
of  mediate  knowledge  is  like  one  of  its  class  (samanyalaksana). 
The  given  is  the  unique,  the  particular  and  the  momentary; 
the  known  is  the  typical,  the  universal  and  the  lasting.2  The 
moment  we  say  something  about  the  felt  real,  we  bring  it 
into  relation  to  something  else,  and  the  real  thus  loses  its 
nature,  becoming  overlaid  with  the  inventions  of  the  intellect. 
We  hear  the  humming  which  alone  is  true,  but  that  it  is  due 
to  the  fly  or  the  distant  steam-whistle  is  our  imagination. 
Dharmottara  argues  that  even  the  cognition  of  the  mother’s 
breast  by  the  infant  the  second  time  is  determined  by  its  past 
experience,  and  is  not  therefore  pure  or  undetermined.  All 
relations,  as  Kant  would  say,  are  the  forms  which  our  mind 
imposes  on  the  given  elements  to  make  them  into  objects  of 
knowledge.  In  determinate  perception  we  twist  the  real  out 
of  its  shape,  and  so  it  is  said  to  be  invalid. 3  Dignaga  dismisses 

kalpana.  It  is  the  knowledge  which  is  capable  of  connection  with  words. 
Jayanta  holds  that  kalpana  signifies  the  connection  of  an  object  with  its 
adjuncts  as  genus  (jati),  quality  (guna),  action  (kriya),  name  (nama),  and 
substance  (dravya)  ( Nydyamanjari ,  p.  97).  According  to  the  Buddhist  view 
there  is  no  difference  between  the  individual  and  the  genus,  the  particular 
and  the  universal,  substance  and  quality,  and  our  determinate  perception 
attributes  differences  where  they  do  not  exist.  We  do  not  perceive  the 
genus  of  the  cow  apart  from  the  cow,  or  the  substance  cow  apart  from  its 
qualities.  Nor  is  motion  different  from  that  which  moves.  When  we  give 
a  name  to  an  object,  we  identify  things  which  are  different.  When  we  say 
“  This  is  Caitra,”  “  this  ”  refers  to  an  object  and  “  Caitra  ”  to  a  word,  and 
our  judgment  identifies  the  two.  Similarly,  the  category  of  substance 
ascribes  identity  or  coinherence  to  objects  that  are  essentially  different. 
In  the  case  of  “  This  is  the  man  with  a  stick,”  “  man  ”  and  “  stick,”  which 
are  different  from  each  other,  are  said  to  inhere  in  the  same  substratum.  So 
it  is  argued  that  these  categories  are  ideal  constructions.  {Ibid.) 

1  Sajatiyavijatlyaparavrttam  svalaksanam  ( Nydyamanjari ,  p.  97). 

3  Sastradipika  describes  the  view  that  the  universals  are  unreal  products 
of  fancy:  “  Vikalpakaramatram  samanyam,  alikaiii  va  ”  (p.  278). 

3  Kant,  however,  denies  the  possibility  of  indeterminate  perception  by 
which,  the  Buddhist  imagines,  the  bare  difference  is  intuited.  Cp.  his  famous 
statement,  “Perceptions  without  notions  are  blind  and  notions  without 
perceptions  are  empty,”  though  this  conflicts  with  the  earlier  view  of  the 
Prolegomena  (18).,  with  its  distinction  of  judgments  of  perception  and  judg¬ 
ments  of  experience. 
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all  knowledge  of  substances,  qualities  and  actions  as  false.1 
The  outer  objects  are  momentary  and  so  cannot  be  known.2 3 
Constructive  imagination  works  up  the  momentary  stage  into 
a  series  penetrated  by  the  past  and  projecting  into  the  future. 
The  unreal  (an-artha)  is  the  world  of  thought.  The  abso¬ 
lutely  real  (paramarthasat)  is  the  felt  sensation.  3  The  whole 
view  is  determined  by  the  metaphysical  presuppositions  of 
these  thinkers.  Dignaga  is  a  subjectivist  who  looks  upon  all 
knowledge  as  purely  mental.  The  question  of  the  nature  of 
the  real  is  left  undecided  by  him,  though  the  facts  of  per¬ 
ception  compel  him  to  concede  that  we  come  into  contact 
with  some  reality,  however  momentary  it  may  be.  Dhar- 
makirti,  with  his  Sautrantika  leanings,  admits  extra-mental 
reals  to  account  for  the  variation  in  perception,  though  their 
momentary  character  renders  knowledge  of  them  impossible. 
He  makes  sensations  individual  and  their  objective  reference 
inferential. 

The  Naiyayikas  subject  the  Buddhist  view  to  severe 
criticism.  Uddyotakara  argues  that  pure  sense  knowledge 
specific  in  itself  and  cognised  by  itself,  without  any  admixture 
of  name  or  genus,  is  an  impossibility.  Our  cognition  of  an 
object  invariably  assumes  the  generic  form. 4  The  Buddhist 
view  that  all  universals  are  imagined,  since  specific  individuals 
alone  exist,  is  rejected  by  the  Naiyayikas,  who  hold  that  the 
universals  are  as  real  as  the  individuals  in  which  they  subsist 
by  the  relation  of  inherence  (samavaya).  This  relation  is 
either  directly  perceived  or  inferred  from  the  fact  that  we  are 
conscious  of  individuals  as  forming  real  kinds.  The  ultimate 
appeal  is  to  the  nature  of  things  which  manifests  itself  in  and 
determines  our  consciousness.  The  relations  are  not  super¬ 
induced  on  the  given  but  are  observed  within  the  nature  of 
the  real.  All  that  our  understanding  does  is  to  discover  the 
relation  in  the  fulness  of  the  real.  If  the  real  excludes  relations 
and  the  object  of  knowledge  is  relational,  then  we  are  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  false  antithesis  of  the  noumenon  and  the 
phenomenon.  The  object  known  is  not  the  object  as  it  is  in 

1  See  Ui :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  p.  67. 

*  Ksanasya  (jnanena)  prapayitum  asakyatvat  ( Nyayabindutlha ,  p.  16). 

3  Nydyabindu,  p.  103. 

«  N.V.,  i.  1.  4. 
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itself  but  an  intermediary,  a  tertium  quid  interposed  between 
the  cognising  subject  and  the  stimulating  object.  But,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  Nyaya  regards  indeterminate  perception  as 
identical  in  essence  with  determinate  perception.  The  rela¬ 
tions  do  not  suddenly  emerge  out  of  nothing.  They  are 
present  in  indeterminate  perception,  though  we  become  con¬ 
scious  of  their  presence  in  determinate  perception.  The 
object  of  determinate  perception,  Jayanta  argues,  is  not 
unreal  since  it  is  apprehended  by  indeterminate  perception 
also.  The  mere  presence  of  ideal  factors  or  remembered 
elements  does  not  interrupt  sense-activity.  The  complexity 
of  determinate  perception  is  not  a  logical  defect.  The  exercise 
of  thought  involved  in  it  strengthens  the  case  for  its  validity. 
If  determinate  perception  apprehends  what  is  already  appre¬ 
hended  in  indeterminate  perception,  that  is  no  reason  why  it 
should  not  be  true.  Novelty  is  not  the  test  of  truth.  The 
ideal  elements  are  not  mere  fancies  (vikalpas).  The  universal 
which  is  an  object  of  direct  perception  is  not  a  mere  name, 
since  it  is  apprehended  even  in  the  absence  of  a  name.  When 
a  visitor  from  the  Deccan  sees  camels  in  North  India,  he 
notices  their  universality  though  he  may  not  know  the  name. 
When  we  perceive  our  four  fingers  we  notice  their  general 
features  as  well  as  their  distinctive  properties.  If  we  simply 
take  in  the  special  individuality  of  the  object,  we  should  not 
be  able  to  relate  the  second  instance  with  the  first.  If  it  is 
argued  that  the  first  case  is  remembered  when  the  second  is 
perceived,  Jayanta  holds  that  nothing  is  to  be  gained  from 
remembering  the  first  since  it  is  unrelated  to  the  second.  If 
it  means  that  the  perception  of  the  second  suggests  the  first, 
since  the  two  belong  to  the  same  class,  then  it  is  clear  that 
in  the  case  of  the  first  perception  also  there  was  a  cognition 
of  its  universality  as  well  as  individuality.  There  is  appre¬ 
hension  of  the  universal  and  the  particular,  indistinctly  in 
indeterminate  perception  and  distinctly  in  determinate  per¬ 
ception.  Even  the  Buddhists  do  not  deny  that  we  have  a 
notion  of  universality  (anuvrttijnana)  when  we  perceive  an 
individual,  and  the  question  arises  as  to  the  basis  of  this 
knowledge  (anuvrttijnanotpadika  saktih)  whether  it  is  the 
individual  or  something  different  from  it,  eternal  or  non¬ 
eternal,  perceptible  or  non-perceptible,  for  if  there  is  a  peculi- 
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arity  in  the  cognition,  there  must  be  an  answering  peculiarity 
in  the  object  of  cognition.1  The  universal  is  therefore  different 
from  the  individual,  eternal  since  it  is  universal,  while  the 
individuals  die  and  are  born,  and  real  whether  perceptible  or 
inferrible.2  The  argument  that  determinate  perception  depends 
on  the  recollection  of  the  word  denoting  its  object  and  not  on 
the  direct  contact  of  the  object  with  the  sense-organ  is  criti¬ 
cised  on  the  ground  that  though  determinate  perception  is  a 
complex  of  sense-presentation  and  the  memory  image,  the 
principal  factor  is  the  sense-contact,  while  the  recollection  of 
the  name  is  auxiliary.  Whether  a  cognition  is  perceptual  or 
not  depends  on  the  presence  or  absence  of  peripheral  excite¬ 
ment. 3 

We  reach  here  a  fundamental  divergence  between  the 
conceptions  of  reality  advocated  by  the  Buddhists  and  the 
Naiyayikas.  The  former  assume  that  the  real  is  the  simple 
this,  the  momentary  individual  shut  up  within  its  quality, 

1  Visayatisaya  vyatirekena,  pratyayatisayanupapatteh  ( Nydyamanjari , 
P-  314). 

1  See  Nydyamanjari,  pp.  309-31 1,  313-314.  Cp.  the  Nyaya  view  with 
that  of  Saint  Thomas  that  the  primary  object  of  man’s  knowledge  is  a 
synthetic  unity  in  which  both  the  senses  and  the  understanding  play  their 
indispensable  part.  The  individuation  or  the  quantitative  specification  is 
derived  from  the  sense,  while  the  qualitative  unity  is  from  the  understanding. 
The  object  of  knowledge  contains  within  itself  the  intuition  of  essence  and 
the  sense-knowledge  of  particulars.  It  is  neither  the  essence  alone,  as 
Descartes  thought,  nor  the  sense-datum  alone,  as  the  empiricists  believed. 
We  know  things,  and  things  are  neither  disembodied  essences  nor  subjective 
images.  To  separate  universals  from  individuals  is  to  miss  the  unity  of 
the  two  in  things. 

3  Nyayakandali,  p.  193.  Parthasarathi  Misra  says,  "  savikalpam  api, 
anuparatendriyavyaparasya,  jayamanam  aparoksavabhasatvat,  pratyaksam 
eva  ”  (Sastradipikd,  pp.  103-4).  The  Buddhists  argue  that  determinate  per¬ 
ception  is  not  direct  (aparoksa)  or  distinct  (visada),  though  it  seems  to  be  so, 
from  its  connection  with  the  immediately  preceding  indeterminate  percep¬ 
tion.  But  this  is  a  conjecture.  Prabhacandra  also  criticises  the  Buddhist 
view.  Indistinctness  is  not  peculiar  to  determinate  perceptions.  Percep¬ 
tions  of  objects  at  a  distance  hidden  by  glass  or  mica  are  indistinct,  be  they 
determinate  or  indeterminate.  If  determinate  perception  is  invalid  on  the 
ground  that  it  perceives  what  is  already  apprehended,  then  inference  also 
is  invalid,  since  it  apprehends  what  has  already  been  apprehended  in  the 
cognition  of  universal  concomitance.  On  the  Buddhist  view  all  objects 
are  momentary,  and  so  no  perception  is  possible.  Even  in  inference  we  do 
not  grasp  the  specific  individuality  of  the  object,  but  that  does  not  make 
inferential  knowledge  invalid.  The  presence  of  word  or  ideal  relations  has 
nothing  to  do  with  validity.  Liability  to  error  is  common  to,  and  practical 
efficiency  is  present  in  both  determinate  and  indeterminate  perception. 
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without  either  continuance  in  time  or  extension  in  space — 

“  sarvam  prthak,”  All  relations  are  an  arbitrary  network 
spread  from  the  outside  by  imagination.  The  Naiyayika,  on 
the  other  hand,  contends  that  what  exists  is  not  the  momentary 
quality  but  the  individual  with  an  internal  diversity  of  content. 
In  spite  of  the  manyness  it  remains  one.  It  is  the  one  in  the 
many.  So  far  as  it  is  one  against  other  individuals,  it  is  a 
particular  ;  so  far  as  it  is  the  same  throughout  its  diversity, 
it  is  universal,  and  this  sameness  makes  it  also  a  member  of  a 
class.  Every  individual  has  these  two  sides  or  aspects.  The 
atomic  particular  which  excludes  all  differences,  as  well  as 
a  mere  relation  which  has  no  terminal  points,  is  a  super¬ 
stition  which  cannot  be  verified  in  experience.  Identity  and 
difference  are  distinguishable  moments  within  a  whole,  which 
become  false  when  they  get  hardened  into  units  that  stand 
by  themselves.  Modern  psychology  confirms  the  My  ay  a  view 
that  the  content  of  the  given  has  the  two  sides  of  sensible 
qualities  and  relations. 

A  superficial  view  leads  us  to  think  that  crude  sense-impres¬ 
sions  which  are  the  raw  material  of  knowledge  are  the  highest 
reality.  But  it  is  difficult  to  accept  the  position  that  man’s 
scrappy  impressions  are  the  truth  of  things.  Chaotic  masses 
of  stone,  brick  and  wood  are  not  a  house.  The  felt  impressions 
are  not  knowledge.  Solipsism  confined  to  the  present  moment 
leads  us  straight  to  intellectual  suicide,  by  reducing  the  life 
of  thought  to  a  tale  of  fancy.  The  Buddhists  identify  passive 
awareness  with  a  feeling  of  reality.  They  ask  us  to  free 
ourselves  from  the  sin  of  reflection.  But  their  passion  for 
immediacy  is  a  sheer  prejudice.  Loyalty  to  fact  does  not 
mean  freedom  from  reflection.  I  do  not  wantonly  indulge 
in  the  folly  of  reflection  when  I  say  that  that  which  I  see 
before  me  is  an  orange.  Apperception  is  a  normal  function 
of  the  human  mind.  The  mind  of  man  is  not  an  empty  room 
into  which  sensations  simply  walk.  Every  perception  is  the 
result  of  an  active  reaction  to  a  stimulus.  We  are  born  • 
thinkers,  and  cannot  help  interpreting  what  we  receive. 
Sensations  do  not  come  to  us  detached.  They  come  to  us 
with  a  sense  of  objectivity.  They  are  presented,  surrounded 
by  a  complex  mass  of  other  elements.  The  atomic  “  now  ” 
has  no  existence.  Every  particular  point  in  space  has  other 
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points  round  it,  as  every  instant  of  time  flows  ceaselessly  into 
another.  The  Buddhist  view  divorces  “  sense  ”  from  “  under¬ 
standing  ”  and  makes  them  two  totally  disparate  functions. 
The  sense-data  combine  in  various  ways  and  build  up  the 
world  of  knowledge.  They  possess  relations  which  our  know¬ 
ledge  disentangles.  We  do  not  alter  or  make  reality  in  know¬ 
ledge.  What  is  vaguely  perceived  at  the  sense-level  is  clearly 
grasped  when  we  rise  to  the  level  of  understanding.  The  real 
is  the  related  and  the  rational.  The  full  nature  of  reality 
yields  itself  neither  to  the  senses  nor  to  the  understanding, 
but  to  the  complete  spirit. 

Dharmaklrti  recognises  four  kinds  of  perceptions:  sense- 
perception,  mental  perception  (manovijnana),  self-conscious¬ 
ness  and  yogic  intuition.  Sense-perception  is  mediated  by 
the  senses.  Mental  perception  (manovijnana)  is  said  to  be 
similar  to  sense-perception  as  belonging  to  the  same  series 
(ekasamtana)  and  arising  at  the  next  moment  to  sense- 
perception.  It  seems  to  be  somewhat  of  an  after-image,  for 
Dharmottara  says,  “  Mental  perception  cannot  arise  unless 
and  until  the  eye  has  ceased  to  function  for  the  time  being. 
For  if  the  eye  remains  active,  we  continue  to  have  the  per¬ 
ceptions  of  form,  visual  or  sensuous  perceptions.”  1  The 
internal  perception  of  pleasures  and  pains  is  brought  under 
the  third  variety,  svasamvedana  or  self-consciousness.  We 
perceive  the  self  through  the  perception  of  its  states  as 
pleasure  or  pain.  It  is  direct  intuition  by  which  the  self  is 
revealed  (atmanah  saksatkari),  free  from  intellectual  inter¬ 
ference  and  therefore  from  error.  It  is  said  to  accompany  all 
mental  phenomena.  Dharmottara  identifies  this  self-con¬ 
sciousness  with  the  feeling  of  intimacy  and  emotional  warmth 

1  Etac  ca  manovijnanam  uparatavyapare  caksusi  pratyaksam  isyate, 
vyaparavati  tu  caksusi  yad  rupajnanam  tat  sarvam  caksurasritam  eva 
(Nydyabindutlka,  p.  13).  Cp.  Richard  Semon's  view  that  we  experience 
sensations  in  two  forms,  either  as  original  or  as  mnemic.  The  original 
sensation  is  synchronous  with  the  excitation,  and  in  this  form  the  sensation 
perishes  when  the  excitation  ceases,  but,  like  the  storm  at  sea,  which,  when 
it  ceases,  is  followed  by  the  gradual  dying  down  of  the  waves  it  has  raised, 
so  the  sensation  dies  down  after  the  excitation  has  ceased.  It  is  the  after¬ 
image  effect  which  Semon  names  the  akoluthic  stage  of  the  original  sensation. 
Semon  says  that  the  original  sensation  leaves  behind  an  engram  which  on 
occasion  and  subject  to  conditions  may  give  rise  to  a  sensation  called  mnemic 
and  not  original.  See  Semon’s  Mnemic  Psychology. 
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which  accompanies  all  perception.  Later  Nyaya  makes  it  a 
secondary  product  supervening  on  consciousness.  According 
to  Gangesa,  it  occurs  when  we  say  “  I  know  this  is  a  pot.” 
Vyavasaya  or  determinate  cognition  gives  us  the  cognition 
of  an  object,  but  the  cognition  that  ”  I  am  aware  of  the  object  ” 
is  called  anu-vyavasaya  or  after-cognition.  “  This  is  a  jar  ” 
is  a  cognition  ;  “  I  know  that  this  is  a  jar  ”  1  is  anu-vyavasaya, 
or  what  follows  the  cognition  of  the  object.  The  Samkhya 
and  the  Vedanta  believe  that  every  mode  of  consciousness 
reveals  an  object  as  well  as  itself,  as  involving  a  self.2 

*  Dipika,  34. 

*  The  Nyaya-Vaisesika  view  differs  from  that  of  Kumarila,  who  holds 
that  a  cognition  is  inferred  from  the  cognisedness  of  the  object.  The  Jainas, 
the  Vedantins,  and  some  Buddhists  believe  that  a  cognition  is  cognised  by 
itself.  A  cognition,  according  to  the  Nyaya-Vaisesika,  cannot  turn  on 
itself  and  make  itself  the  object  of  cognition.  A  cognition  manifests  another 
(paraprakasaka)  and  not  itself  (svaprakasaka)  It  is  manifested  by  another 
cognition,  since  it  is  an  object  of  knowledge  like  a  cloth  (jnanam  jnananta- 
ravedyam  prameyatvat  pafadivat).  The  Jaina  criticism  of  this  view  may 
be  briefly  stated  :  (1)  As  pleasure  is  cognised  by  itself  and  not  by  another, 
as  the  divine  cognition  is  cognised  by  itself  and  not  by  another,  so  every 
cognition  of  the  self  must  be  regarded  as  self-cognised ;  otherwise  one 
cognition  has  to  be  cognised  by  another,  and  that  by  still  another,  and  this 
would  lead  to  infinite  regress.  (2)  A  flimsy  argument  that  in  God  there  are 
two  cognitions,  one  which  apprehends  the  entire  universe  and  the  other 
that  cognises  this  apprehension,  is  easily  criticised.  Is  the  second  cognition 
perceived  or  not  ?  If  perceived,  is  it  perceived  by  itself  or  by  another  ? 
If  by  itself,  then  why  should  we  not  allow  that  capacity  to  the  first  ?  If 
by  another,  we  are  committed  to  an  infinite  regress.  If  we  say  that  the 
second  is  apprehended  by  the  first,  then  we  are  involved  in  circular  reasoning. 
If  the  second  is  not  perceived,  then  if  it  can  perceive  the  first,  without  itself 
being  perceived,  then  may  not  the  first  perceive  the  entire  universe  without 
itself  being  perceived  ?  We  must  admit  that  the  divine  cognition  is  self- 
cognising.  It  apprehends  itself  in  apprehending  the  entire  universe.  There 
is  no  distinction  between  the  divine  and  the  human  cognition  on  this  question. 
The  character  of  manifesting  itself  and  another  (svaparaprakasaka)  belongs 
to  the  essence  of  consciousness,  human  or  divine,  while  omniscience  is  not  a 
general  characteristic,  since  it  belongs  to  divine  consciousness  alone. 

(3)  There  is  no  proof  of  after-cognition  (anuvyavasaya)  by  means  of  per¬ 
ception  or  inference.  The  Nyaya  view  that  the  self  is  in  contact  with  manas 
in  anuvyavasaya  is  not  accepted,  since  the  existence  of  manas  is  unproved 

(4)  «  a  cognition  is  perceived  by  another,  the  second  cannot  arise  when 
the  first  continues  to  exist,  since  cognitions  are  successive.  It  cannot  arise 
when  the  first  is  destroyed,  since  there  is  nothing  to  be  cognised.  If  it 
cognises  the  non-existent  first  cognition,  then  it  is  illusory,  like  the  cognition 
of  the  double  moon.  (5)  If  the  second  cognition  is  perceived,  it  must  be  by 
another,  which  leads  to  infinite  regress.  If  the  second  is  not  perceived, 
then  how  can  an  unperceived  cognition  perceive  the  first  ?  This  would 
mean  that  my  cognition  can  be  perceived  by  another’s  unknown  to  me 

3* 
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According  to  Dharmaldrti,  we  perceive  the  four  truths  of 
Buddhism  which  are  beyond  the  ordinary  means  of  knowledge 
by  means  of  yogic  intuition,  which  is  free  from  all  error  and 
intellectual  taint,1  albeit  indeterminate  in  character.  There 
are  various  degrees  of  the  power  of  perception.  Cats  can  see 
objects  in  utter  darkness  and  vultures  can  descry  their  prey 
from  a  great  distance.  By  constant  practice  of  meditation 
a  man  may  acquire  supersensuous  vision,  and  can  apprehend 
all  objects  near  and  far,  past  and  future,  remote  and  hidden.2 
This  highest  kind  of  insight  has  the  immediacy  of  intuition. 
What  is  a  miracle  for  us  is  a  natural  power  of  the  seers.  What 
seems  to  our  bewildered  eyes  immeasurably  complicated  and 
subtle  is  revealed  to  the  seers  sub  specie  simplicitatis.  Every¬ 
thing  is  there  transfigured.  We  have  at  the  lowest  level  the 
simplicity  of  sense-perception  of  concrete  objects,  and  at 
the  highest  yogic  intuition.  The  former  is  the  simplicity  of 
the  natural  man,  of  the  once-born  type,  the  latter  that  of  the 
spiritual  man,  of  the  twice-born  type.  The  one  comes  before 
the  great  struggle  of  self-discovery  begins,  the  other  when  it  ends. 
The  latter  is  an  achievement  issuing  out  of  much  knowledge  and 
inward  agony.  Yogic  intuition  apprehends  reality  as  it  is  in 
its  fulness  and  harmony. 3  Yogic  intuition  differs  from  divine 
omniscience  in  that  it  is  produced,  while  the  latter  is  eternal. 4 

Gangesa  distinguishes  ordinary  (faukika)  perception  from  trans¬ 
cendent  (alaukika)  perception.  There  are  three  varieties  of  trans¬ 
cendental  perception  produced  by  three  kinds  of  transcendental  contact 


(6)  The  argument  that  as  sense-organs  are  not  perceived,  though  they  produce 
the  apprehension  of  objects,  so  the  unperceived  second  cognition  may  produce 
the  apprehension  of  the  first  cannot  be  seriously  pressed,  since  it  must  then 
be  allowed  that  the  first  cognition  of  an  external  object  apprehends  its  object, 
though  it  is  not  itself  perceived,  a  position  which  the  Nyaya-Vaisesika 
repudiates  ( Prameyakamalamartdy.da ,  pp.  34  ff.). 

1  See  also  Nyayabindutika,  pp.  14-15.  See  V.S.,  ix.  1.  13  ;  I.L.A., 

pp.  81  ff. 

J  Nyayamanjari,  p.  103.  Bhasarvajna  holds  that  yogic  powers  may  also 
be  had  by  the  grace  of  God. 

3  Arsajnana,  or  the  intuitive  knowledge  possessed  by  the  sages  through 
the  force  of  meditation,  is  sometimes  called  pratibha,  though  the  latter 
term  is  more  often  applied  to  flashes  of  intuitive  genius  which  ordinary  men 
at  times  display  (P.P.,  p.  258). 

4  Prasastapada  distinguishes  two  varieties  of  yogic  intuition  (P.P.,  p  187). 
Nyayakandali,  pp.  195  ft'.  See  also  Upaskdra,  ix.  1.  11. 
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(alaukikasannikarsa),  viz.,  samanyalaksana,  jnanalaksana  and  yogaja- 
tharma.1  The  last  is  yogic  intuition.  When  we  perceive  the  generic 
nature  of  individuals  we  have  a  case  of  samanyalaksana.  The  ancient 
school  of  Nyaya  admits  the  perception  of  generality.  In  Gange£a  we 
find  a  greater  appreciation  of  the  work  of  intellect  in  the  apprehension 
of  universals.  Through  the  knowledge  of  the  generic  nature  of  an 
individual,  we  are  able  to  know  all  other  individuals  at  all  times,  and 
all  places,  possessed  of  the  same  generic  nature.  To  the  objection  that 
such  knowledge  of  all  cases,  say,  of  smoke,  would  appear  to  make  us 
omniscient,  Visvanatha  replies  that  we  know  only  the  general  character 
of  all  individual  instances  and  not  their  mutual  differences.  The  appre¬ 
hension  of  generality  is  said  to  be  non-sensuous,  since  it  can  be  had 
even  when  there  is  not  a  particular  example  of  smoke  perceived  by  us. 
Both  the  particular  and  the  universals  are  out  there,  real  and  are 
directly  apprehended.  The  universal  is  not  a  mental  construction, 
but  a  real  essence  abiding  in  the  particulars.  This  essence  reminds 
us  of  all  the  particulars  in  which  it  is  realised.  The  nature  of  the 
relation  between  the  universal  and  the  particular  is  said  to  be  in¬ 
separable  and  organic  (samavaya).  The  apprehension  of  the  universal 
renders  possible  universal  connections  presupposed  by  inferential  pro¬ 
cesses.3  Jnanalaksana  occurs  when  we  only  see  the  sandalwood  but 
perceive  its  fragrance.  When  we  only  see  it,  the  visual  presentation 
recalls  the  fragrance  with  which  manas  comes  into  contact.  It  is 
indirect  perception.  It  is  called  also  smrti  jnana,  or  memory  knowdedge. 

The  Jainas  think  that  it  is  a  mixed  mode  of  consciousness  (samuha- 
lambanajnanam)  in  which  the  visual  presentation  of  sandal  and  the 
idea  of  fragrance  are  integrated.  The  Vedantaparibhasa  holds  that  the 
single  content  of  knowledge  includes  two  elements,  one  immediate  and 
the  other  mediate. 3  While  the  Jainas  and  the  Advaitins  do  not  admit 
transcendental  contact  (alaukikasannikarsa),  the  Naiyayika  believes 
in  it.  He  does  not  admit  mixed  modes  of  consciousness.  Every 
psychosis  is  single,  and  the  atomic  nature  of  manas  makes  two  simul¬ 
taneous  psychoses  impossible.  So  he  regards  the  visual  perception  of 
fragrant  sandal  as  a  simple  psychosis,  though  it  is  preceded  by  the 
visual  presentation  and  the  recollection  of  fragrance.  Sridhara  and 
Jayanta  think  that  the  visual  perception  is  qualified  by  the  revival  of 
the  previously  perceived  fragrance,  and  the  present  perception  of  the 
fragrant  sandal  is  due  more  to  the  manas  than  to  the  visual  organ. 4 
Modern  psychology  accounts  for  this  phenomenon  by  the  doctrine  of 
the  association  of  ideas.  Yogajadharmalaksana  is  that  which  is 
born  of  meditation. 

The  nature  of  the  phenomenon  of  recognition  (pratyabhijna), 

1  See  also  Laugaksi  Bhaskara’s  Tarkakaumudi,  p.  g,  and  Visvanatha’s 
Bhasapariccheda,  sec.  3. 

2  The  Vedantaparibhasa  (i)  holds  that  the  admission  of  alaukikapratyaksa 
renders  inference  and  other  pramanas  unnecessary. 

3  Surabhicandanam  ityadi  jnanam  api  candanakhandarhse  aparoksam 
saurabhamse  tu  paroksam  (1). 

4  See  Nyayamanjari,  p.  461,  and  ^rldhara’s  Nydyakandali ,  p.  517. 
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such  as  that  “  this  is  the  same  jar  that  I  saw,”  whether  it  is 
simple  or  complex,  is  discussed  by  the  Nyaya  thinkers.  Is 
the  state  of  recognition  a  confusion  of  two  cognitions — one 
directly  apprehended,  the  jar  seen  and  the  other  remembered, 
the  jar  with  which  the  present  one  is  identified?  Is  it  one 
cognition  which  is  in  part  perception  and  in  part  memory,  as 
Prabhakara  believes,  or  pure  remembrance  (smrti)  or  pure 
perception  (anubhuti)  ?  The  Buddhists  look  upon  it  as  a 
mechanical  compound  of  presentative  and  representative 
mental  states.1  It  is  not  a  single  psychosis  of  the  nature  of 
presentation  or  representation,  since  its  cause  is  not  a  mere 
sense-impression,  for  there  cannot  be  a  sense-contact  with 
a  past  object;  and  it  is  not  a  residual  trace  or  samskara; 
since  there  is  a  consciousness  of  “  thisness  ”  in  the  state  of 
recognition.  Nor  is  it  a  combination  of  these  two,  since  the 
two  operate  separately  and  issue  in  different  effects.  Even 
if  we  allow  that  the  phenomenon  of  recognition  is  a  single 
unitary  effect,  what  is  the  nature  of  its  object?  Not  an  event 
in  the  past,  since  in  that  case  recognition  is  not  different  from 
recollection;  not  an  event  of  the  future,  since  recognition 
then  would  become  one  with  constructive  imagination;  not 
merely  the  present  object,  since  recognition  identifies  a  present 
object  with  a  past  one.  It  is  self-contradictory  to  hold  that 
it  apprehends  an  object  as  existing  in  the  past,  present  and 
the  future.  The  Naiyayika  therefore  contends  that  recog¬ 
nition  is  a  kind  of  qualified  perception,  giving  us  a  knowledge 
of  present  objects  as  qualified  by  the  past.  We  see  an  object 
and  recognise  it  as  having  been  perceived  on  a  previous 
occasion.2  The  Mimaihsakas  and  the  Vedantins  support  this 
view,  while  the  Jainas  argue  that  the  state  of  recognition 
though  simple  is  of  a  character  different  from  that  of  per¬ 
ception  or  of  memory. 3  Every  perception  involves  an  element 
of  inference.  When  we  perceive  a  tree,  we  really  perceive 
only  a  part  of  it  (ekadesa),  a  side  of  its  surface.  We  synthesise 
the  sense-impression  with  image  or  meaning  and  thus  perceive 
the  object. 4  The  previous  perception  of  the  whole,  and  the 

1  See  also  Khandana,  i.  14. 

3  See  Nyayamanjari,  pp.  448-459.  Mitabhdsini  (Vizianagaram  Sanskrit 

series,  p.  25)  says:  “So  ’yam  devadatta  ity  atitavartamanakalavisistavisa- 
yakam  jnanam  pratyabhijna.”  3  Prameyakamalamdrtdtytfa,  pp,  97-98. 

4  N.B.,  ii.  1.  30,  See  also  N.B.,  ii.  1.  31-32. 
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inference  to  that  whole  from  the  part  which  is  now  perceived, 
are  involved  in  every  act  of  perception.  The  elements  of 
recollection  and  inference  are  auxiliary,  while  sense-presenta¬ 
tion  is  the  principal  factor.  Whatever  mental  state  is  produced 
by  means  of  sense-contact  is  a  perception,  even  though  it  may 
involve  other  elements,  such  as  those  of  memory  and  inference. 

Gautama’s  definition  of  perception  includes  the  charac¬ 
teristic  of  freedom  from  error.  Not  all  perceptions  are  valid. 
In  normal  perception  we  have:  (i)  the  object  of  perception, 

(2)  the  external  medium  such  as  light  in  the  case  of  the  visual 
perception,  (3)  the  sense-organ  through  which  the  object  is 
perceived,  (4)  the  manas  or  the  central  organ,  without  the 
help  of  which  the  sense-organs  cannot  operate  on  their  objects, 
and  (5)  the  self.  If  any  of  these  fail  to  function  properly, 
erroneous  perceptions  arise.  The  defects  of  the  external 
objects  may  be  due  to  either  movement  or  to  similarity; 
the  shell  is  perceived  as  silver  on  account  of  similarity.  If 
the  light  is  dim  we  cannot  see  clearly.  If  our  eyes  are  diseased 
or  partially  blind,  then  our  perception  is  defective.  If  the 
manas  is  otherwise  engaged,  or  if  the  self  is  emotionally 
excited,  illusions  arise.1  The  causes  of  illusions  are  generally 
classified  under  three  heads:  (1)  dosa,  or  defect  in  the  sense- 
organ,  such  as  a  jaundiced  eye;  (2)  sarhprayoga,  or  presen¬ 
tation  of  a  part  or  an  aspect  instead  of  the  whole  object; 

(3)  samskara,  or  the  disturbing  influence  of  mental  prejudice 
or  habit  producing  irrelevant  recollections.  The  illusion  of 
the  snake  arises  on  the  occasion  of  seeing  the  rope,  since  the 
recollection  of  the  snake  is  aroused.3 

Dreams  are  presentative  in  character,  aroused  by  external 
and  internal  stimuli.  They  are  produced  by  the  revival  of 
subconscious  impressions  caused  by  organic  disturbances  as 
well  as  past  merit  and  demerit.  Prophetic  dreams,  which  even 
Aristotle  recognised, 3  are  said  to  be  due  to  the  influence  of  spirits. 

Kanada  attributes  dreams  to  the  conjunction  of  the  self  with  the 
central  organ,  manas,  aided  by  the  subconscious  impressions  of  past  ex¬ 
perienced  Pra6astapada  regards  dreams  as  internal  perceptions  caused 
by  manas,  when  the  senses  are  subdued  into  sleep  and  cease  to  operated 

1  Nydyamahjari,  pp.  88-89,  I73-  2  Nyayabindutikd,  p.  12. 

3  Gomperz:  Greek  Thinkers,  vol.  iv,  p.  185.  4  V.S.,  ix.  2,  6-7. 

5  P.P.,  p.  183;  Upaskdra,  ix.  2.  7. 
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They  are  traced  to  the  strength  of  residual  impressions  by  previous 
cognitions,  the  disorders  of  bodily  humours  and  unseen  forces. 
Sridhara  does  not  look  upon  dreams  as  mere  reproductions  of  past 
experience,  but  holds  that  they  are  centrally  excited.1  Udayana  is 
of  a  different  opinion,  and  thinks  that  the  peripheral  organs  do  not 
cease  to  function  in  dream  states.  He  admits  that  dreams  sometimes 
come  true.2  Prabhakara,  in  conformity  with  his  general  standpoint, 
makes  dreams  reproductions  of  past  experiences,  which,  owing  to 
obscuration  of  memory  (smrtipramosa),  appear  to  consciousness  as 
immediate  presentations.  Parthasarathi  identifies  dream  states  with 
recollection. 3  Pra£astapada  distinguishes  dream  knowledge  from  that 
which  lies  near  to  sleep  or  dream,  called  svapnantika,  which  recollects 
what  is  experienced  in  the  dream  itself.  Illusions  which  are  based  on 
an  objective  element  (adhisthana)  are  distinguished  from  hallucinations, 
which  are  devoid  of  objective  basis  (niradhisthana).  Sridhara  gives 
as  an  example  of  the  latter  the  case  of  one  who,  infatuated  with  love 
for  a  woman,  perceives  the  semblance  of  his  beloved  everywhere. 4 

VII 

Anumana  or  Inference 

Anumana  means  literally  the  measuring  after  something. 
It  is  knowledge  which  follows  other  knowledge.  From  the 
knowledge  of  the  sign  (liiiga)  we  get  a  knowledge  of  the  object 
possessing  it.  Anumana  is  usually  translated  by  the  word 
“  inference,”  which,  however,  is  to  be  taken  in  a  comprehensive 
sense,  as  including  both  deduction  and  induction.  Anumana 
is  sometimes  defined  as  knowledge  which  is  preceded  by 
perception.  Vatsyayana  holds  that  “  no  inference  can  follow 
in  the  absence  of  perception.”  Only  when  the  observer  has 
perceived  fire  and  smoke  to  be  related  to  each  other  is  he 
able  to  infer  the  existence  of  the  fire  on  the  next  occasion  he 
perceives  smoke.  5  Uddyotakara  mentions  some  points  of 
distinction  between  perceptual  and  inferential  knowledge : 
(i)  All  perception  is  of  one  kind,  if  we  exclude  yogic  intuition, 
while  there  are  varieties  of  inference;  (2)  Perception  is  con¬ 
fined  to  objects  of  the  present  time  and  within  the  reach  of 
the  senses,  while  inference  relates  to  the  past,  the  present  and 
the  future;  (3)  Inference  requires  the  remembrance  of  a 
vyapti,  or  a  universal  relation,  which  is  not  the  case  with 

'  Manomatraprabhavam  svapnajnanam. 

2  Svapnanubhavasyapi  kasyacit  satyatvam.  Kusumdnjali,  p.  147. 

3  Smrtir  eva  tavat  svapnajnanam  iti  nisclyate.  Nyayaratnakara  on 
S.V.,  p.  243. 

4  Nyayakandall,  p.  179. 


5  N.B.,  ii.  1.  31. 
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perception.1  Where  perception  is  available,  inference  has  no 
place.2 3  We  need  not  reflect  much  to  know  objects  present  to 
our  perception. 3  Inference  operates  “  neither  with  regard  to 
things  unknown,  nor  with  regard  to  those  known  definitely 
for  certain  ;  it  functions  only  with  regard  to  things  that  are 
doubtful.”  4 5  It  is  employed  to  know  that  part  of  the  real 
which  does  not  fall  within  the  directly  perceived.  What  is 
perceived  points  to  something  else,  not  perceived,  with  which 
it  is  connected.  Bhasarvajna  in  his  Nyayasara  defines  infer¬ 
ence  as  the  means  of  knowing  a  thing  beyond  the  range  of  the 
senses  through  its  “  inseparable  connection  with  another 
thing  ”  which  lies  within  their  range.  Gangesa,5  following 
Sivaditya,6 7  defines  inferential  knowledge  as  knowledge 
produced  by  other  knowledge. 

Gautama  distinguishes  inference  into  three  kinds  :  purvavat, 
£esavat  and  samanyato  drstam  7  ;  and  Vatsyayana  offers 
slightly  different  explanations  of  this  division,  which  indicates 
that  even  before  Vatsyayana  there  were  conflicting  interpre¬ 
tations  of  the  Nyaya  aphorisms.  In  inference  we  pass  from 
the  perceived  to  the  unperceived  with  which  it  is  related  ; 
and  this  relation  may  be  of  three  kinds,  according  as  the 
element  to  be  inferred  is  either  the  cause  of  the  element  per¬ 
ceived  or  its  effect,  or  as  the  two  are  joint  effects  of  something 
else.  When  we  see  the  clouds  and  expect  rain,  we  have  a 
case  of  purvavat  inference,  where  we  perceive  the  antecedent 
and  infer  the  consequent.  It  is,  however,  used  to  indicate 
not  merely  inference  from  a  cause  but  also  inference  based  on 

1  N.V.,  ii.  i.  31. 

1  Pratyaksatvad  anumanapravrtteh  (£amkara  :  D.S.V.,  p.  88  n.). 

3  Ghafo  ’yam  iti  vijnaturh  niyamah  ko  nv  apeksate. 

4  N.B.,  i.  i.  i. 

5  Tattvacintamani,  ii.  p.  2.  Cp.  Manikyanandi’s  definition  of  inference 
as  sadhanat  sadhyavijnanam  ( Parlksdmukha  Sutra). 

6  Saptapadarthl,  146. 

7  Cp.  P.M.S.,  i.  2.  19,  22,  23,  29;  iii.  1.  2-3;  iii.  2-1,  where  the  words 
purva  and  sesa  occur  as  referring  to  the  logically  prior  and  posterior  parts 
of  a  sentence  or  a  paragraph,  and  are  sometimes  used  to  refer  to  vidhi  and 
arthavada.  Purva  is  the  principal  or  the  primary,  and  sesa  is  the  secondary 
Evidently  in  the  PM.  an  argument  from  sesa  would  be  one  from  the  sub 
sidiary  to  the  principal.  Perhaps  the  Nyaya  interpreted  the  relation  ol 
principal  and  secondary  as  one  of  cause  and  effect.  See  Professor  Dhruva’a 
article  on  “  Trividham  Anumanam  ”  in  the  Proceedings  of  the  Oriental  Con¬ 
ference,  Poona,  p.  265. 
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former  experience.  When  we  see  a  river  in  flood  and  infer 
that  there  was  rain,  we  have  a  case  of  sesavat  inference,  where 
we  perceive  the  consequent  and  infer  the  antecedent.  It  is 
also  used  to  cover  the  inference  of  one  member  of  a  pair  of 
correlatives  from  the  other,  or  inference  from  a  part  or  from 
elimination.  The  inference  of  the  nature  of  sound  as  quality 
is  given  to  illustrate  the  principle  of  exclusion  or  elimination. 
We  prove  that  sound  is  not  generality,  particularity  or  in¬ 
herence,  not  even  substance  or  action,  and  so  conclude  that 
it  must  be  a  quality.  When  we  see  a  horned  animal  and 
infer  that  it  has  a  tail,  we  have  a  case  of  samanyatodrsta 
inference.  It  is  based,  not  so  much  on  causation,  as  on 
uniformity  of  experience.  Uddyotakara  agrees  with  this  and 
gives  as  an  illustration  the  inference  of  the  existence  of  water 
in  a  particular  place  from  the  appearance  of  cranes.  It  is 
also  used  to  indicate  inference  of  supersensible  truths  (saman- 
yato’  drsta).1  We  perceive  the  different  places  of  the  sun, 
and  infer  that  the  sun  must  be  moving,  though  we  do  not  see 
it.  Perceiving  aversion,  affection,  etc.,  we  infer  the  existence 
of  a  soul  which  we  do  not  perceive.2 

These  illustrations  are  enough  to  bring  out  the  necessity 
of  a  universal  connection  or  vyapti.  Each  vyapti  relates  the 
two  elements  of  a  vyapaka  or  the  pervader  and  the  vyapya 
or  the  pervaded.  Anumana  or  inference  derives  a  conclusion 

1  Keith  thinks  that  this  interpretation  is  an  impossible  one  (I.L.A., 
p.  88  n.). 

2  Uddyotakara  criticises  Vatsyayana’s  illustration  of  the  inference  of 

the  motion  of  the  sun  from  its  appearance  at  different  places  in  different 
times  on  the  ground  that  we  see  only  different  portions  of  the  solar  orb  and 
not  the  movement  of  the  sun.  It  may  be  noted  that  Uddyotakara  regards 
the  distinction  into  purvavat,  sesavat  and  samanyatodrsta  not  as  three 
kinds  of  inference,  but  as  three  conditions  of  a  valid  inference  :  (i)  purvavat 
means  that  the  middle  term  (hetu)  should  be  invariably  accompanied  by 
its  antecedent  (purva)  or  the  sadhya  or  the  major  term  ;  (2)  sesavat  means 
that  the  middle  term  must  have  been  observed  as  invariably  accompanied 
by  the  major  term  in  other  (sesa)  cases  ;  (3)  samanyatodrsta  is  analysed 

into  samanyatah  and  adrsta,  and  taken  to  mean  that  the  middle  term  should 
not  be  common  to  the  predicate  and  the  absence  of  the  predicate  (P  and 
not  P,  sadhya  and  sadhyabhava) ,  i.e.  it  must  not  be  too  wide,  which  is  the 
fallacy  of  sadharana.  To  these,  two  other  conditions  supposed  to  be  implied 
by  ca  at  the  end  of  the  sutra  are  added,  namely,  that  the  inference  should 
not  be  opposed  to  perceptual  and  scriptural  evidence.  All  these  five  con¬ 
ditions  are  to  be  fulfilled  in  a  valid  anvayavyatireki  inference  and  four  in 
Kevalanvayi  and  Kevalavyatireki. 
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from  the  ascertained  fact  of  the  subject  possessing  a  property 
which  is  pervaded  or  constantly  attended  by  another  property. 
We  ascertain  that  the  mountain  is  on  fire  from  the  fact 
that  the  mountain  has  smoke,  and  smoke  is  universally 
attended  by  fire.  By  the  contemplation  of  the  sign,  middle 
term,  smoke,  we  infer  that  the  object  which  has  smoke  has 
also  fire.  Inference,  according  to  Uddyotakara,  is  the  argu¬ 
ment  from  sign  as  aided  by  remembrance,1  or  the  knowledge 
which  is  preceded  by  the  perception  of  the  hetu  (middle  term) 
and  remembrance  of  its  invariable  concomitance  with  the 
sadhya  or  the  major  term.  The  different  factors  of  inferential 
reasoning  are  brought  out  in  the  form  of  the  syllogism. 


VIII 

The  Syllogism 

The  five  members  of  the  syllogism  are  :  (i)  pratijna,  or  the 
proposition  :  the  hill  is  on  fire  ;  (2)  hetu,  or  the  reason  : 

because  it  smokes  ;  (3)  udaharana,  or  the  explanatory  example  : 
whatever  shows  fire  shows  smoke,  e.g.  a  kitchen  ;  (4)  upanaya, 
or  the  application  :  so  is  this  hill ;  (5)  nigamana,  or  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  conclusion  :  therefore  the  hill  is  on  fire.2 

Pratijna,  or  the  proposition,  sets  forth  at  the  very  beginning 
the  thesis  to  be  established.  It  fixes  the  problem  and  limits 
the  inquiry.  The  suggestion  to  be  established  controls  the 
process  from  the  very  start,  and  the  act  of  inference  tries  to 
strengthen  and  reinforce  the  suggestion.  The  proposition  is 
only  a  “  suggestion  or  mere  probability.’ *  3  There  can  be  no 
argument  unless  we  are  impelled  to  know  more  about  (akanksa) 
the  suggestion  or  the  hypothesis  which  is  set  forth  in  the 
pratijna,  or  the  proposition.  The  proposition  has  the  two 

1  Smrtyanugrhlto  lingaparamarso  ’numanam  (N.V.,  i.  i.  5). 

*  N.S.,  i.  1.  32.  Cp.  the  names  given  by  Prasastapada  (P.P.,  p.  233): 
pratijna,  apadesa,  nidarsana,  anusamdhana  and  pratyamnaya.  This  differ¬ 
ence  in  terminology  suggests  the  independent  growth  of  logical  views  in  the 
Vai£esika.  Vatsyayana  points  out  that  the  syllogism  contains  elements 
contributed  by  the  different  pramanas.  The  first  is  verbal,  the  second 
inferential,  the  third  perceptual,  the  fourth  analogical,  and  the  conclusion 
suggests  that  all  these  bear  on  the  same  problem  (N.B.,  i.  1.  1). 

3  N.B.,  i.  1.  39. 
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factors  of  subject  or  what  is  observed,  which  is  generally  an 
individual  or  a  class  capable  of  being  regarded  as  a  single 
object,1  and  the  predicate  which  is  to  be  proved.  In  “  the 
hill  is  on  fire,”  the  hill  is  the  subject,  the  minor  term,  the 
paksa  or  the  dharmin,  and  “  on  fire  ”  is  the  predicate  or  the 
major  term,  the  sadhya,  the  dharma  or  the  anumeya,  or  that 
which  is  to  be  inferred.  The  subject  calls  our  attention  to 
a  part  of  the  real,  and  the  predicate  particularises  the  subject 
by  suggesting  its  possession  of  a  property  P  or  its  inclusion 
in  the  class  of  objects  denoted  by  P.  The  syllogism  is  intended 
to  prove  that  the  subject  presented  in  perception  possesses 
the  feature  indicated  in  the  predicate.  The  copula  is  an 
accident  of  language  and  not  an  essential  part  of  the  propo¬ 
sition.2 3 4  The  proposition  should  not  be  opposed  to  direct 
perception  or  the  testimony  of  the  scriptures.  According  to 
Dignaga,  unintelligible,  self-contradictory  and  self-evident 
propositions  cannot  serve  as  theses.2  They  should  not  contain 
any  unfamiliar  terms,  should  not  be  opposed  to  well-established 
truths,  or  one’s  own  convictions. 3  To  find  out  whether  the  pro¬ 
position,  S  is  P,  is  true,  we  attend  to  the  minor  term,  analyse 
it  into  its  elements  and  discover  in  it  the  presence  of  the 
middle  term.  In  all  reasoning,  the  analysis  of  the  minor 
follows  the  statement  of  the  thesis.  The  second  member  of 
the  syllogism  states  the  presence  of  the  middle  term  called 
hetu,  or  ground,  sadhana,  or  the  means  of  proof,  linga,  or  the 
sign,  in  the  minor  term.  It  gives  the  possession  of  the  char¬ 
acter  which  entitles  its  possessor  to  be  the  subject  of  the 
conclusion,  or  paksadharmata.  The  hill  is  found  to  be  smoky. 
Paksata  is  a  necessary  condition  of  inference.  Any  hill  is  not 
the  minor,  or  paksa,  though  it  becomes  one,  the  moment  we 
perceive  smoke  in  it  and  desire  to  infer  that  it  has  fire  also. 
If  we  see  the  fire  also,  it  is  not  a  paksa.  Paksa  is  defined  by 
Annam  Bhatta  as  the  subject  in  which  the  predicate  or  that 
which  is  to  be  proved  is  doubted.  4  Paksa  is  more  a  proposition 
than  a  term.  We  now  have  the  three  terms  necessary  for  a 

1  N.S.,  ii.  2.  66. 

2  See  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  290.  See  also  P.P.,  p.  234,  and  V.S., 
in.  1,  15. 

3  See  also  P.P.,  p.  234;  V.S.,  iii.  1.  15. 

4  Tarkasamgraha,  49  and  51.  SarhdigdhasadTiyavan  paksah. 
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syllogistic  inference,  namely,  the  minor  term  or  the  paksa, 
that  about  which  something  is  inferred,  the  major  term  or 
the  sadhya,  that  which  is  inferred  about  the  minor  term,  the 
middle  term,  by  which  the  major  is  inferred  to  be  true  of  the 
minor. 

The  presence  of  the  middle  in  the  minor  (puksadharmata) 
cannot  lead  to  a  valid  inference  unless  it  is  combined  with 
a  universal  relation  between  the  middle  and  the  major  terms. 
The  third  member,  udaharana,  or  example,  “  whatever  is 
smoky  has  fire,  like  the  kitchen,”  takes  us  to  the  basis  of 
inference,  the  major  premise.  Gautama  means  by  example 
a  similar  instance  possessing  the  essential  property  of  the 
major  term.  Vatsyayana  seems  to  be  of  the  same  opinion. 
There  is  little  to  suggest  that  these  two  thinkers  regarded 
the  example  as  an  illustration  of  a  general  rule.  It  was  per¬ 
haps  their  idea  that  all  reasoning  was  from  particulars  to 
particulars.  Certain  individuals  have  a  given  attribute,  an 
individual  or  individuals  resemble  the  former  in  certain  other 
attributes  :  therefore  they  resemble  them  also  in  the  given 
attributes.  It  may  be  that  the  Nyaya  syllogism  is  developed 
out  of  the  argument  by  example  which  Aristotle  recognises.1 * 
It  was  soon  realised  that,  though  it  is  the  way  in  which  we 
often  do  reason,  it  is  not  a  logical  inference,  where  the  con¬ 
clusion  is  warranted  by  the  premises.  The  argument  is 
invalid  if  the  example  is  not  indicative  of  a  general  rule. 
The  similarity  (sadharmya)  suggests  class  nature  (samanya). 
Prasastapada  is  familiar  with  the  conception  of  sahacarya,  or 
concomitance,  and  attributes  it  to  Kanada.3 4  Later  logic 
equates  the  third  member  with  the  statement  of  the  general 
relation. 3  No  inference  is  possible  unless  there  is  an  invariable 
concomitance  (vyapti)  between  the  mark  and  the  character 
inferred.  The  Vedantaparibhdsa  says:  “The  instrument  of 
inference  is  the  knowledge  of  the  universal  relation.”  4  The 
mention  of  the  example  indicates  that  inference  is  both 
inductive  and  deductive.  The  generalisation  is  based  on 


1  Cp.  the  war  of  Athens  against  Thebes  was  mischievous,  because  it  was 
a  war  against  neighbours,  just  as  the  war  of  Thebes  against  Phokis  was. 

*  P.P.,  p.  205. 

3  Vyaptipratipadakam  udaharanam  ( Tarkasamgraha  dipika),  46. 

4  Anumitikaranam  ca  vyaptijnanam,  ii. 
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instances,  and  it  helps  us  in  deducing  new  truths.  The 
auxiliary  and  non-essential  character  of  the  example  was 
emphasised  by  Dignaga.  Dharmakirti  holds  that  the  example 
is  unnecessary  and  inserted  only  to  help  the  person  spoken  to. 
The  example  illustrates  but  does  not  establish  the  univer¬ 
sality  of  the  rule.  The  third  member,  according  to  Dr.  Seal, 
“  combines  and  harmonises  Mill's  view  of  the  major  premise 
as  a  brief  memorandum  of  like  instances  already  observed, 
fortified  by  a  recommendation  to  extend  its  application  to 
unobserved  cases,  with  the  Aristotelian  view  of  it  as  a 
universal  proposition  which  is  the  formal  ground  of  the 
inference."  1  Examples  may  be  of  different  kinds,  homo¬ 
geneous  or  affirmative  (sadharmya)  where  the  property  to  be 
proved  (major)  and  the  ground  (middle)  are  present,  as  the 
kitchen,  and  heterogeneous  or  negative  (vaidharmya),  where 
the  property  to  be  proved  and  the  ground  are  both  absent, 
as  the  lake.2  Dignaga  adds  to  these  two,  analogical  examples. 
He  also  mentions  ten  kinds  of  fallacies  relating  to  examples, 
while  Siddhasena  Divakara  gives  six  kinds  of  fallacies  about 
homogeneous  and  six  about  heterogeneous  examples. 

Regarding  the  distribution  of  the  middle  term,  it  is  said:  (i)  that 
the  middle  should  cover  the  whole  of  the  extension  of  the  minor,  as 
in  the  illustration,  “  sound  is  non-eternal  because  it  is  a  product," 
where  the  middle  term  product  includes  all  cases  of  sound  (All  S  is  M); 
(2)  that  all  things  denoted  by  the  middle  must  be  homogeneous  with 
the  things  denoted  by  the  major,  as  in  the  example,  “  all  products 
are  non-eternal  "  (All  M  is  P),  and  (3)  that  none  of  the  things  hetero¬ 
geneous  from  the  major  term  must  be  included  in  the  middle,  "  no 
non-eternal  thing  is  a  product"  (No  non  P  is  M).  Dignaga  insists 
that  the  middle  term  must  be  universally  and  invariably  connected 
with  the  major  term.  Uddyotakara  argues  that  there  must  be  a 
universal  relation  between  the  middle  and  the  major,  such  that, 
wherever  the  major  is,  there  must  be  the  middle,  and  wherever  the 
major  is  not,  the  middle  must  not  be.  Pra£astapada  affirms  the  same 
view  when  he  says  that  the  linga,  or  the  middle  term,  is  “  that  which 
is  related  to  the  object  to  be  inferred,  and  is  known  to  exist  in  that 
which  is  connected  with  that  object,  and  does  not  exist  where  it  is  not 
present."  3  Varadaraja  mentions  five  characteristics  of  the  middle 

1  The  Positive  Sciences  of  the  Ancient  Hindus,  p.  252. 

»  N.B.,  i.  1.  36-37. 

S  P.P.,  p.  200. 

Yad  anumeyena  sambaddham  prasidanatti  ca  tadanvite 

Tadabhave  ca  nasty  eva  tal  lihgam  anumapakam. 
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term,  which  are:  (i)  paksadharmata,  or  the  presence  of  the  middle  in 
the  minor,  the  smoke  in  the  hill ;  (2)  sapaksasattva,  or  the  presence 
of  the  middle  in  positive  instances  homogeneous  with  the  proven,  as 
smoke  in  the  kitchen ;  (3)  vipaksasattva,  or  non-presence  of  the  middle 
in  negative  instances  heterogeneous  from  the  proven,  as  no  smoke  in 
the  lake  ;  (4)  abadhitavisayatva,  or  non-incompatibility  with  the  minor ; 
and  (5)  asatpratipaksatva,  or  the  absence  of  counteracting  forces.1 
In  the  case  of  an  exclusively  affirmative  or  exclusively  negative  in¬ 
ference,  the  valid  middle  term  fulfils  only  four  requirements,  since  it 
cannot  abide  in  negative  or  positive  instances.  Annam  Bhatta  holds 
that  the  middle  term  is  of  three  kinds  corresponding  to  the  three 
kinds  of  inference  :  (1)  positive  and  negative  (anvayavyatirekin) ,  where 
the  middle  is  invariably  concomitant  with  the  major,  as  smoke  with 
fire,  wherever  there  is  smoke  there  is  fire,  as  in  the  kitchen  :  where 
there  is  no  fire,  there  is  no  smoke,  as  in  a  lake  * ;  (2)  merely  positive 
(kevalanvayin),  where  we  have  only  affirmative  invariable  concomi¬ 
tance,  as  in  “  what  is  knowable  is  nameable,”  where  we  cannot  have 
a  negative  instance  to  illustrate  the  position  “  what  cannot  be  named 
cannot  be  known  ”  ;  and,  (3)  merely  negative  (kevalavyatirekin),  where 
a  positive  instance  is  not  possible.  All  beings  that  possess  animal 
functions  have  souls,  where  we  can  prove  only  that  chairs  and  tables 
have  no  animal  functions,  and  therefore  no  souls,  but  cannot  give 
positive  instances,  since  souls  and  beings  that  possess  animal  functions 
are  coextensive  in  their  nature. 3  According  to  the  Veddntaparibhasa, 
inference  from  an  affirmative  universal  is  regarded  as  anumana,  while 
that  from  a  negative  universal  is  treated  as  arthapatti,  on  the  ground 
that  there  is  not  in  the  latter  an  application  of  a  general  principle  to 
a  particular  case. 4  The  Nyaya  is,  however,  of  the  view  that  every 


Dharmaklrti  thinks  that  unless  the  middle  term  is  present  in  those  things 
in  which  the  thing  to  be  inferred  exists,  and  is  absent  in  all  things  in  which 
it  is  not  found,  the  inference  is  of  doubtful  validity.  Siddhasena  Divakara 
defines  the  middle  term  as  “  that  which  cannot  occur  otherwise  than  in 
connection  with  the  major  term.”  Smoke  cannot  arise  from  any  other 
thing  than  fire. 

1  The  first  three  are  mentioned  by  Dharmaklrti  and  Dharmottara.  See 
Nyayabindu,  p.  104,  and  also  Laugaksi  Bhaskara's  Tarkakaumudf,  p.  12, 
Bombay  ed. 

3  It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  negation  of  the  pervaded  becomes  the  pervader 
in  the  negative  vyapti  and  the  negation  of  the  pervader  becomes  the  pervaded. 
See  S.V.,  Anumana,  p.  121. 

3  Tarkasamgraha,  48.  This  distinction  is  accepted  by  Uddyotakara  and 
Gaiigesa.  Cp.  with  this  the  classification  of  inference  in  the  Jaina  canonical 
works  into  :  (1)  This  is,  because  that  is.  There  is  fire  because  there  is 

smoke.  (2)  This  is  not,  because  that  is.  It  is  not  cold,  because  there  is  a 
fire.  (3)  This  is,  because  that  is  not.  It  is  cold  here,  because  there  is  no 
fire.  (4)  This  is  not,  because  that  is  not.  There  is  no  mango  -tree  here, 
because  there  are  no  trees  at  all. 


4  11. 
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negation  has  a  positive  opposed  to  it,  and  so  affirmative  conclusions 
can  be  derived  from  negative  universals.1  The  chief  characteristic  of 
the  middle  term  is  that  it  should  be  free  from  all  conditions.  We 
cannot  argue  that  A  is  dark  simply  because  he  is  B's  son,  like  other 
children  of  B  and  unlike  other  men's  children.  The  conclusion  may 
or  may  not  be  true  as  a  matter  of  fact,  but  it  is  logically  defective, 
since  there  is  not  an  unconditional  relationship  (anupadhikasambandha) 
between  B’s  sonship  and  dark  complexion. 

Application  is  the  fourth  member  of  the  syllogism.  It 
asserts  the  presence  or  absence  of  the  ground  suggested  in 
the  minor  term.  It  is  affirmative  in  the  former  case,  as 
in  the  example,  “  so  is  this  hill/’  i.e.  smoky,  and  negative  in 
the  latter  case,  as  in  the  example,  “  not  so  is  this  hill/’  i.e. 
not  smoky.2 * 4 

Conclusion  restates  the  proposition  as  grounded  :  “  there¬ 
fore  the  hill  is  on  fire.,,  3  What  is  tentatively  put  forth  in  the 
first  member  is  established  in  the  conclusion. 

Vatsyayana  points  out  that  some  logicians  regarded  the  syllogism 
as  consisting  of  ten  members.  In  addition  to  the  five  given  above, 
the  following  are  included  :  (i)  jijnasa,  or  the  desire  to  know  the 

exact  truth  of  the  proposition,  whether  the  hill  is  on  fire  in  all  its 
parts  or  in  only  some  ;  (2)  sam^aya,  or  doubt  about  the  reason,  whether 
after  all  that  which  we  regard  as  smoke  is  only  vapour;  (3)  §akyaprapti, 
or  the  capacity  of  the  example  to  warrant  the  conclusion  whether 
smoke  is  always  a  concomitant  of  fire,  since  it  is  not  present  in  a  red- 
hot  iron  ball;  (4)  prayojana,  or  purpose  of  drawing  the  conclusion; 
and  (5)  sam&aya-vyudasa,  or  the  remo  val  of  all  doubts  about  the  relation 
of  the  middle  to  the  major  and  its  presence  in  the  minor. 4  These  five 


1  Vyapti,  or  universal,  may  be  either  affirmative  (anvaya)  or  negative 

(vyatireka),  and  of  the  former  there  are  two  kinds  :  samavyapti  (equipollent 
concomitance),  where  M  and  P  are  coextensive,  as  in  the  case  “  all  produced 
things  are  non-eternal  ”  ;  and  visamavyapti  (non-equipollent  concomitance), 
where  the  two  are  not  coextensive.  All  cases  of  smoke  are  cases  of  fire, 
but  not  vice  versa. 

*  N.S.,  i.  1.  38.  3  N.S.,  i.  1.  39. 

4  N.B.,  i.  1.  32.  This  is  an  indication  that  the  form  of  the  syllogism 
developed  out  of  the  practices  and  traditions  of  the  art  of  debate. 

Bhadrabahu,  the  Jaina  logician  gives  a  different  list  of  the  ten  members 

of  the  syllogism,  viz.  :  (i)  pratijna,  or  the  proposition  ;  (2)  pratijna- 

vibhakti,  or  the  limitation  of  the  proposition  ;  (3)  hetu,  or  the  reason  ; 
(4)  hetuvibhakti,  or  the  limitation  of  reason  ;  (5)  vipaksa,  or  the  counter¬ 
proposition  ;  (6)  vipaksapratisedha,  or  the  denial  of  the  counter-pro¬ 
position  ;  (7)  drstanta,  or  example  ;  (8)  alcanksa,  or  doubt  about  the 

validity  of  the  example  ;  (9)  akahksapratisedha,  or  the  dispelling  of  the 
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additional  members  of  the  syllogism  are,  according  to  Vatsyayana, 
unnecessary  for  proof,  though  they  help  to  make  our  cognitions  clear. 
They  have  in  view  the  psychological  process.  Jijnasa,  or  the  desire 
to  know,  is  undoubtedly  the  starting-point  of  all  knowledge  ;  but,  as 
Uddyotakara  observes,  it  is  not  an  integral  factor  of  reasoning  or 
proof.1 

It  was  soon  realised  that  the  conclusion  repeats  the  first  proposi¬ 
tion,  while  the  fourth  member  is  a  restatement  of  the  second.  Strictly 
speaking,  every  syllogism  has  only  three  members.  Nagarjuna  is  said 
tc  have  started  the  view  of  the  three-membered  syllogism  in  his 
Updyakausalya  Sutra,  where  he  urges  that  a  conclusion  can  be  estab¬ 
lished  through  a  reason  and  an  example,  affirmative  or  negative.3 
Sometimes  Dignaga  is  given  the  credit  for  it.  3  In  his  Nydyapravesa 
he  mentions  only  three  members  of  the  syllogism,  though  the  third 
states  both  an  affirmative  and  a  negative  example  ;  this  hill  is  on 
fire,  because  it  has  smoke  ;  all  that  has  smoke  has  fire,  like  a  kitchen, 
and  whatever  is  not  on  fire  has  no  smoke,  like  a  lake.  In  Dignaga 
the  third  factor  is  a  general  law  with  suggestive  illustrations.  Dhar- 
makirti  thinks  that  even  the  third  member  is  unnecessary,  since  the 
general  proposition  is  implied  in  the  reason.  It  is  enough  to  say  the 
hill  is  on  fire  because  it  smokes.  This  form  which  corresponds  to  an 
enthymeme  is  found  much  in  use  in  Hindu  philosophical  treatises  as 
well.  The  Jaina  logicians,  Manikyanandi  and  Devasuri,4  are  of  this 
view.  The  Mimamsakas  and  the  Vedantins  admit  only  the  three 
membered  syllogism.  The  Veddntapanbhasa  allows  the  use  of  the 
first  three  or  the  last  three  members. 5 

Both  Vatsyayana  and  Uddyotakara  argue  against  the  attempt  to 
dispense  with  the  last  two  members  of  the  syllogism.6  They  admit 
that  the  first  member  of  the  syllogism  is  restated  in  the  conclusion, 


doubt;  (io)  nigamana,  or  the  conclusion  ( Dasavaihalikaniryukti ,  p.  74, 
Nirnayasagar  edition).  Bhadrabahu  here  adopts  the  double  method  of  proof. 
When  a  reasoning  is  put  forward  to  prove  the  non-eternity  of  sound,  the 
counter-proposition  is  asserted  and  denied  by  means  of  the  statement.  If 
sound  were  eternal,  it  would  not  be  a  product.  This  hypothetical  reasoning 
lends  support  to  the  previous  inference,  though  by  itself  it  has  not  much 
value.  Siddhasena  Divakara  reduces  the  syllogism  to  five  members  in  his 
Nyaydvatdra.  Anantavirya,  commenting  on  the  latter  (13),  says  that  the 
best  form  of  the  syllogism  has  ten  members,  the  mediocre  of  five,  and  the 
worst  of  two. 

1  N.V.,  i.  1.  32.  1  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  119. 

3  Suguira  ;  Hindu  Logic  as  preserved  in  China  and  Japan  ;  Ui  :  V aise§ik a 
Philosophy,  p.  82,  n.  2. 

4  PramdnanayataUvdlohdlamkdra,  p.  iii. 

5  ii.  Varadaraja,  in  his  Tarkikaraksd  (pp.  82  ff.),  refers  to  the  Mimamsa 
view  of  the  three-membered  syllogism  and  the  Buddhist  view  of  the  two- 
membered.  Matharavrtti  is  aware  of  the  three-membered  syllogism  of  paksa, 
hetu  and  drsfanta. 

6  N.B.,  i.  1.  39;  N.V.,  i.  1.  39. 
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while  the  fourth  is  a  combination  of  the  second  and  the  third.  Though 
they  are  unnecessary  from  the  standpoint  of  logic,  they  are  useful  for 
purposes  of  debate,  since  they  confirm  the  reason  and  reassert 
decisively  the  proposition  tentatively  set  forth  in  the  first  member. 
A  distinction  was  drawn  between  the  five-membered  syllogism,  useful 
for  convincing  others  (pararthanumana) ,  and  the  three-membered  one, 
sufficient  for  convincing  oneself  (svarthanumana).  The  latter  deals 
with  inference  as  a  process  of  movement  of  thought,  and  so  belongs  to 
the  science  of  discovery,  while  the  former  deals  with  proof.  Gautama 
and  Kanada  do  not  explicitly  mention  it,  though  later  logicians  admit 
it.1  Pra§astapada  distinguishes  inference  for  oneself  (svamicitartha) 
from  inference  for  others  (parartha).3  Inference  for  the  sake  of  others 
(pararthanumana)  is  rather  a  formal  exposition.  We  see  a  hill,  and 
are  in  doubt  whether  it  has  fire  or  not.  Noticing  smoke,  we  remember 
the  connection  between  fire  and  smoke,  and  conclude  that  there  must 
be  fire  on  the  hill.  When  we  attempt  to  convey  this  information  to 
others  we  use  the  five-membered  form.a 

In  spite  of  differences  in  regard  to  the  number  of  the  parts 
of  the  syllogism,  all  logicians  are  agreed  that  the  two  essentials 
of  a  valid  inference  are  vyapti  (universal  relation),  or  the 
major  premise,  and  paksadharmata,  or  the  minor  premise. 
The  former  gives  the  universal  connection  of  attributes,  and 
the  latter  states  that  the  subject  possesses  one  member  of  the 
universal  relation.  4  These  answer  to  the  two  steps  of  J.  S. 
Mill,  ascertaining  (i)  what  attributes  are  marks  of  what  others, 
and  (2)  whether  any  given  individuals  possess  these  marks. 

Neither  the  major  by  itself  nor  the  minor  by  itself  can 
warrant  the  conclusion.  A  synthesis  of  the  two  is  necessary. 
Lingaparamarsa  or  consideration  of  the  sign,  is  the  essential 
element  of  the  inferential  process.  According  to  Gangesa, 
vyapti  by  itself  is  the  indirect  cause  of  inferential  knowledge, 
while  lingaparamarsa,  or  consideration  of  the  sign,  is  the  last 
cause  (caramakarana)  or  the  chief  cause  (karana).5  It  is  the 
synoptic  view  of  the  fact  that  the  middle  related  to  the  major 

1  Dignaga,  PraSastapada,  Dharmakirti,  Siddhasena  Divakara,  Manikya- 
nandi,  Devasuri,  Bhasarvajna,  and  Gangesa,  among  others,  adopt  this 
distinction. 

3  P.P.,  p.  231.  Cp.  with  this  Dharmottara’s  distinction  between 
jnSnatmaka  and  sabdatmaka  ( Nyayabindutika ,  p.  21)  and  ^ivaditya’s 
artharupatva  and  sabdarupatva  ( Saptapaddrthl ,  154). 

3  Tarkasariigraha,  p.  45. 

4  Tattvacintamayii,  ii.  p.  2  ;  Bhasdpariccheda  and  Siddhdntamuktavali , 
pp.  66  and  68. 

1  Tattvacintdmatyi,  ii.  p.  2. 
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abides  in  the  minor,1  that  leads  to  the  conclusion.  Infer¬ 
ential  act  is,  however,  an  integral  one. 

The  Advaita  argues  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  the  reflection 
on  the  middle  term.  Knowledge  of  a  universal  relation  is  the  instru¬ 
mental  cause ;  we  remember  it  and  derive  the  conclusion.2  The 
objection  seems  to  be  directed  against  the  view  that  we  first  have  an 
act  of  perception,  next  an  act  of  recollection,  and  lastly  the  act  of 
inference.  The  Advaita  tries  to  make  out  that  the  inferential  act  is 
not  a  putting  together  of  two  judgments,  but  one  single  process 
(vyapara),  where  the  perceived  element  (the  minor)  operates  along 
with  the  revived  general  principle,  the  major.  These  two  elements 
are  not  substantive  mental  states,  and  are  not  operative  as  definite 
stages  in  the  inferential  process.  The  Naiyayika,  who  is  more  of  a 
logician  than  a  psychologist,  urges  that  the  act  of  synthesis  is  necessary 
for  inference. 

Dignaga  raises  the  interesting  question  about  the  nature 
of  the  thing  that  is  inferred.  We  do  not  infer  fire  from  smoke, 
since  it  is  not  a  piece  of  new  knowledge.  We  know  already  that 
smoke  is  connected  with  fire.  We  cannot  be  said  to  infer  the 
relation  between  the  fire  and  the  hill,  since  relation  implies  two 
things,  while  in  inference  we  have  only  one  thing,  the  hill,  as 
the  fire  is  not  perceived.  What  is  inferred  is  neither  the  fire 
nor  the  hill,  but  the  fiery  hill. 3  The  conclusion  is  a  judgment. 

The  Naiyayika  did  not  attach  much  importance  to  the 
different  positions  in  which  the  middle  term  might  occur.  He 
regarded  Barbara  as  typical  of  all  syllogistic  reasoning.  The 
use  of  positive  and  negative  instances  inclined  him  to  view 
the  affirmative  and  the  negative  general  propositions  as 
mutually  involved.  All  inference,  strictly  speaking,  is  sup¬ 
ported  from  both  the  sides.  4  Hindu  logic  has  practically  only 

1  Vyaptivisistapaksadharmatajnanam  ( Tarkasamgraha ,  p.  44).  See  Bhasd- 
pariccheda,  p.  66  ;  T  attvacintamani ,  ii.  2  ;  Janakinatha’s  Nyayasiddhanta- 
manjari,  pp.  86-87,  Pandit  ed. 

J  Vedantaparibhasa. 

3  Dignaga,  quoted  in  N.V.T.T.,  N.S.,  i.  1.  5.  Vedantaparibhasa  (ii),  says 
that  the  hill  is  perceived  and  the  fire  is  inferred. 

4  If  A  is,  then  B  is.  If  B  is  not,  then  A  is  not.  Dharmakirti,  while 
agreeing  that  all  arguments  can  be  expressed  in  the  affirmative  or  negative 
form,  when  based  on  likeness  (sadharmya)  and  unlikeness  (vaidharmya), 
thinks  that  some  arguments  fall  naturally  into  the  latter  form. 

All  objects  existent  here  and  now  are  perceived. 

The  jar  is  not  perceived. 

Therefore  the  jar  is  not  existent  here  and  now. 

This  is  Camestres. 
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one  figure  and  one  mood.  From  the  knowledge  that  the 
subject  of  the  proposition  possesses  a  characteristic,  which  is 
invariably  accompanied  by  the  property,  the  presence  of 
which  we  wish  to  establish,  we  infer  that  the  subject  has  the 
said  property.  The  principle  is  expressed  in  terms  of  conno¬ 
tation.  If  it  is  translated  into  terms  of  classes,  we  get  the 
dictum.  d,e  omni  et  nullo.  Whatever  may  be  asserted  of  every 
individual  in  a  class  may  be  asserted  of  any  individual  belong¬ 
ing  to  the  class.  The  detailed  distinctions  of  figures  and 
moods  are  not  so  necessary  for  purposes  of  correct  thinking, 
though  they  afford  a  training- ground  for  subtle  thinking.1 
Aristotle  admitted  that  the  last  three  figures  could  be  reduced 
to  the  first.  The  Nyaya  recognises  even  in  the  first  figure 
only  Barbara.  Darii  and  Ferio  are  not  used  in  the  Nyaya, 
since  the  conclusion  refers  always  to  a  limited  object,  and  the 
distinction  between  the  universal  and  the  particular  does  not 
arise.  This  distinction  is  only  relative,  as  what  is  universal 
with  regard  to  a  limited  class  is  particular  in  a  wider  reference. 
The  minor  term  in  the  Nyaya  syllogism  is  always  an  individual 
object  or  a  class,  and  so  a  universal  and  not  a  particular. 
A  conclusion  about  “  some  ”  cases  gives  us  no  definite  informa¬ 
tion  about  the  individual  case  in  question.  Celarent  is  easily 
derived  from  Barbara.  Aristotle  admitted  that  all  his  moods 
could  be  reduced  to  the  first  two  moods  of  Figure  i,  and  these 
two  are  interchangeable  if  we  know  that  all  judgments  are 
double-edged. 

The  analysis  of  the  reasoning  process  resembles  pretty 
closely  the  syllogistic  analysis  of  Aristotle.  Even  the  five- 
membered  form  has  only  three  terms,  and  the  three-membered 
syllogism  has  three  propositions,  which  correspond  to  Aristotle’s 

1  Gomperz  says  :  “  At  an  enormous  expense  of  original  thought,  Aristotle 
investigated  the  forms  of  inference,  distinguished  them,  and  analysed  their 
ramifications  And,  lo  and  behold  !  in  all  his  numerous  works,  covering 
the  whole  domain  of  knowledge  which  was  then  accessible,  he  makes 
practically  no  use  of  the  ‘  kinds  '  (moods)  and  *  figures  '  of  the  syllogism. 
He  does  not  even  shrink  from  the  admission  that  all  this  great  wealth  of 
forms  might  be  reduced  to  a  few  fundamental  ones  without  loss  in  practice. 
We  may  add  that  subsequent  research,  greatly  as  it  hai  developed  and 
refined  its  instruments,  confirms  him  in  this  :  that  the  figures  and  the  moods 
have  remained  a  collection  of  curiosities,  preserved  by  the  history  of  science, 
but  never  put  to  practical  use  by  science  itself  ”  (Greek  Thinkers,  vol.  iv, 
pp.  44-45).  See  also  H.  N.  Raudle  :  "  A  Note  on  the  Indian  Syllogism," 
October,  Mind,  1924. 
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conclusion,  the  minor  premise  and  the  major  premise.  The 
attempt  has  been  made  to  account  for  the  striking  similarity 
by  theories  of  mutual  influence.  Dr,  Vidyabhusan  says  :  “  It 
is  not  inconceivable  that  the  knowledge  of  Aristotle’s  logic 
found  its  way  through  Alexandria,  Syria  and  other  countries 
into  Taxila.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  syllogism  did 
not  actually  evolve  in  Indian  logic  out  of  inference,  and  that 
the  Hindu  logician  owed  the  idea  of  the  syllogism  to  the 
influence  of  Aristotle.”  1  The  learned  professor  believes  that 
the  art  of  the  syllogism  is  “  borrowed,”  while  the  doctrine 
of  inference  is  an  indigenous  growth.  Professor  Keith  writes  : 
“  Of  logical  doctrine  in  its  early  stages  there  is  no  reason 
whatever  to  suspect  a  Greek  origin  :  the  syllogism  of  Gautama 
and  Kanada  alike  is  obviously  of  natural  growth,  but  of 
stunted  development.  It  is  with  Dignaga  only  that  the  full 
doctrine  of  invariable  concomitance  as  the  basis  of  inference 
in  lieu  of  reasoning  by  analogy  appears  ;  and  it  is  not  un¬ 
reasonable  to  hazard  the  suggestion  that  in  this  case  Greek 
influence  may  have  been  at  work.”  2  He  supports  this  sug¬ 
gestion  by  referring  to  the  knowledge  of  Greek  astrology 
possessed  by  Aryadeva,  a  predecessor  of  Dignaga  by  nearly 
two  centuries.  This,  coupled  with  the  alleged  influence  of 
Aristotle  on  the  Hindu  theory  of  drama  as  found  in  the 
Bharata  Sastra,  makes  probable  some  sort  of  cultural  inter¬ 
course  between  India  and  Greece.  It  is  sometimes  made  out 
that  Aristotle  was  much  influenced  by  the  Hindu  theory, 
which  was  conveyed  to  him  by  Alexander,  who  is  reported 
to  have  had  conversations  with  the  logicians  of  India.  Little 
positive  evidence  of  direct  influence  is  available,  and  when 
we  remember  that  syllogistic  types  of  reasoning  are  to  be 
met  with  even  in  pre-Aristotelian  works  of  the  Hindu  and  the 
Buddhist  thinkers,  3  it  is  difficult  to  accept  the  theory  of 
“  borrowing  ”  from  Greece.  The  words  of  Max  Muller  can 
bear  repetition,  “  that  we  must  here  also  admit  the  existence 
of  undesigned  coincidences  to  a  much  larger  extent  than  our 
predecessors  were  inclined  to  do.  We  must  never  forget  that 
what  has  been  possible  in  one  country  is  possible  in  another 

1  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  xv.  1  I.L.A.,  p.  18. 

3  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  500,  n.  1,  and  Appendix  B, 
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also.”  1  This  view  is  strengthened  when  we  realise  that  there 
are  fundamental  differences  between  the  Greek  and  the  Indian 
syllogisms.  There  is  little  in  the  analysis  of  reasoning  in 
Greek  logic  answering  to  the  example  which  the  Hindu  thinkers 
regarded  as  indispensable  for  the  statement  of  the  universal 
relation.  It  does  not  require  much  thought  to  grasp  that  the 
basis  of  the  inference  is  the  universal  relation,  for  the  example 
is  just  the  suitable  embodiment  of  that  relation. 


IX 

Induction 

Inference  claims  to  be  true  of  reality,  and  the  claim  cannot 
be  sustained  unless  the  two  premises  are  true.  The  minor 
premise  is  the  result  of  perception,  and  the  major  takes  us  to 
the  problem  of  induction. 

How  are  universal  propositions  arrived  at  ?  The  Naiyayika 
gives  us  different  answers.  He  speaks  of  enumeration,  intui¬ 
tion  and  indirect  proof.  The  syllogism  mentions  an  example 
along  with  the  rule.  While  an  example  may  be  sufficient  to 
illustrate  a  rule,  it  cannot  by  itself  establish  a  universal  relation 
There  may  be  invariable  concomitance  of  the  smoke  in  the 
kitchen  with  the  fire  in  it,  or  of  the  smoke  in  the  sacrificial 
ground  with  the  fire  in  it,  but  from  these  we  cannot  infer  fire 
in  a  hill,  simply  because  we  perceive  smoke  in  it,  unless  we 
establish  the  invariable  concomitance  of  all  cases  of  smoke 
with  cases  of  fire.  If  we  observe  smoke  and  fire  in  a  number 
of  instances,  we  are  perhaps  on  better  ground.  Bhuyo  darsana, 
or  frequency  of  experience,  without  a  single  exception  (avya- 
bhicarita  sahacarya),  helps  us  in  framing  a  general  rule.  It 
is  not  enough  if  we  observe  smoke  wherever  there  is  fire  ; 
we  should  also  notice  that  there  is  no  smoke  where  there  is 
no  fire.  Agreement  in  presence  and  agreement  in  absence 
are  both  necessary.2  If  uninterrupted  agreement  (niyata- 
sahacarya)  is  reinforced  by  absence  of  exceptions  (avina- 
bhavarupasambandha),  we  have  unconditional  concomitances, 

*  S.S.,  pp.  385-386. 

*  Sahacarya jnana  and  Vyabhicarajnanaviraha  ( Tarkasamgraha  dlpika,  45), 
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which  exclude  upadhis,  or  adventitious  conditions.1  We  do 
not  have  smoke  wherever  we  have  fire.  A  red-hot  iron  ball 
has  no  smoke  in  it.  Only  fire  fed  by  wet  fuel  is  concomitant 
with  smoke.  The  relation  of  fire  and  smoke  is  a  conditional 
one,  while  that  between  smoke  and  fire  is  an  unconditional 
one.  The  principle  “  all  cases  of  fire  are  cases  of  smoke  ”  is 
inadmissible,  while  the  other,  “  all  cases  of  fire  fed  by  wet  fuel 
are  cases  of  smoke,”  is  admissible.  A  condition  is  not  neces¬ 
sarily  a  defect,  since  it  misleads  only  when  it  is  not  recognised. 
Whenever  conditions  are  suspected,  it  is  necessary  for  us  to 
examine  the  accompanying  circumstances  and  show  that  the 
concomitance  holds  even  when  the  suspected  condition  is 
absent.  The  positive  instances  disprove  the  case  for  con¬ 
ditions,  since  they  show  that  the  middle  and  the  major  are 
present,  while  nothing  else  is  constantly  present :  the  negative 
instances  support  the  case  by  showing  that  the  middle  and 
the  major  are  absent  even  when  no  other  material  circumstance 
is  constantly  absent.  Later  logic  laid  the  greatest  stress  on 
the  negative  instances  and  even  defined  vyapti  so  as  to  bring 
out  the  exclusive  adequacy  of  the  sign  to  the  thing  signified.2 3 
The  Naiyayika  demanded  that  the  disciplined  mind  should 
control  its  fancies  and  bow  beneath  the  hard  yoke  of  facts. 
An  accurate  account  of  the  experimental  methods  is  possible 
only  with  the  development  of  the  experimental  sciences  ;  and, 
in  the  absence  of  the  latter,  the  Indian  logician’s  views  about 

1  Udayana  defines  a  condition  or  upadhi  as  a  thing  which  imparts  its 
own  property  to  another  object  placed  in  its  vicinity  (upa  samipavartini, 

adadhati  samkramayati,  sviyam  dharmam  ity  upadhih).  The  red  flower 
which  makes  the  crystal  placed  over  it  look  like  a  ruby  by  imparting  to  it 
its  own  redness  is  an  upadhi.  Cp.  Varadaraja’s  definition,  sadhanavyapakah, 
sadhyasamavyapta  upadhayah  (Tarkikaraksa,  p.  66).  A  valid  universal  must 
be  free  from  all  conditions  (nirupadhikah)  which  are  suspected  by  oneself 
(samkita)  or  with  which  one  is  charged  by  one's  opponent  (samaropita). 
See  also  Vacaspati’s  N.V.T.T.,  i.  i.  i.  In  logic,  according  to  Udayana,  an 
upadhi  is  (i)  that  which  constantly  accompanies  the  middle  term,  and 
(2)  is  accompanied  by  it,  and  (3)  which  does  not  constantly  accompany 
the  major  term.  Four  kinds  of  upadhis  are  recognised  in  Tarkadipika. 
See  Athalye  :  Tarkasamgraha,  p.  317. 

3  After  reviewing  several  definitions  of  vyapti,  Gangesa  concludes  that 
‘  invariable  concomitance  is  the  co-presence  of  the  middle  term  with  the 
major  term,  which  is  not  qualified  by  the  nature  of  the  counterpart  of  that 
absolute  non-existence,  which  abides  in  the  same  locus  with  the  middle 
term,  but  abides  in  a  different  locus  in  respect  of  that  counterpart " 
{Tattvacintdmayi,  ii)  See  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  424. 
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scientific  method  are  not  of  great  interest.  The  Naiyayika 
was  aware  of  the  general  problem  of  induction  and  the  method 
of  careful  observation  of  the  facts  of  nature  by  which  universal 
propositions  are  arrived  at. 

Nature  does  not  always  supply  us  with  positive  and 
negative  instances  of  the  right  kind  to  help  us  to  establish 
or  reject  theories.  The  Naiyayika  says  that  we  may  employ 
the  method  of  tarka  or  indirect  proof  to  obtain  the  negative 
evidence.  If  the  general  proposition,  where  there  is  smoke 
there  is  fire,  is  not  valid,  then  its  contradictory  that  “  some¬ 
times  smoke  is  not  accompanied  by  fire  ”  must  be  true.  In 
other  words,  fire  is  not  the  invariable  antecedent  of  smoke. 
But  we  cannot  deny  that  fire  is  the  cause  of  smoke.  Thus 
tarka  is  employed  to  strengthen  a  universal  proposition  based 
on  positive  instances  of  uninterrupted  agreement.  It  is  also 
a  way  of  establishing  a  hypothesis.1  By  pointing  out  the 
absurdities  in  which  we  are  landed,  if  we  deny  a  suggested 
hypothesis,  indirect  proof  tends  to  confirm  the  hypothesis. 
It  shows  that  no  other  hypothesis  is  able  to  account  for  the 
facts.3 

Tarka  is  only  an  aid  to  the  empirical  method  of  induction, 
which  cannot  give  us  universal  propositions.  Even  when  we 
observe  all  possible  cases  and  strengthen  our  conclusion  by 
the  method  of  indirect  proof,  still  we  do  not  reach  absolute 
certainty  about  universal  propositions.  So  long  as  they  are 
based  on  limited  observation,  they  do  not  possess  any 
necessity.  Enumerative  universals  are  only  probable,  but 
not  certain.  While  it  is  true  that  the  experience  of  sensible 
particulars  gives  rise  to  the  knowledge  of  the  universals,  it 

1  N.S.,  i.  i.  31. 

*  “  A  legitimate  hypothesis  must  satisfy  the  following  conditions  : 
(1)  The  hypothesis  must  explain  the  facts.  (2)  Must  not  be  in  conflict  with 
any  observed  facts  or  established  generalisations.  (3)  No  unobserved  agent 
must  be  assumed  where  it  is  possible  to  explain  the  facts  satisfactorily  by 
observed  agencies.  (4)  When  two  rival  hypotheses  are  in  the  field,  a  crucial 
fact  or  test  is  necessary  ;  the  absence  of  such  a  test  is  fatal  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  either.  (5)  Of  two  rival  hypotheses,  the  simpler,  i.e.  that  which 
assumes  less,  is  to  be  preferred,  caetens  paribus.  (6)  Of  two  rival  hypo¬ 
theses,  that  which  is  immediate  or  relevant  to  the  subject-matter  is  to  be 
preferred  to  that  which  is  alien  or  remote.  (7)  A  hypothesis  that  satisfies 
the  above  conditions  must  be  capable  of  verification  before  it  can  be 
established  as  a  theory  ”  (Seal  :  The  Positive  Sciences  of  the  Ancient  Hindus, 
p.  288) 
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cannot  be  said  that  the  apprehension  of  the  universals  is  fully 
accounted  for  by  the  sensible  particulars,  since  the  universal 
goes  beyond  any  or  all  of  the  particulars. 

Even  collective  judgments  presuppose  a  knowledge  of  the 
universal.  We  do  not  count  up  all  instances,  but  only  those 
which  possess  a  generic  quality  which  entitles  them  to  a  place 
in  the  group.  So  even  the  method  of  enumeration  cannot 
operate  without  an  apprehension  of  the  universal.  The 
ancient  Nyaya  asserts  that  we  can  discern  universals  by 
means  of  perception.  Gangesa  recognises  the  non-sensuous 
activity  involved  in  the  apprehension  of  the  universals 
(samanyalaksana),  when  he  makes  it  a  variety  of  alaukika 
pratyaksa,  or  non-sensuous  intuition.1  On  either  view  it  is 
not  necessary  for  us  to  make  an  exhaustive  survey  of 

instances.  Through  the  perception  of  the  universal  smoki¬ 
ness,  we  apprehend  all  cases  of  smoke.  We  apprehend  the 
universals  of  fire  and  smoke  by  samanyalaksanapratyasatti, 
and  realise  their  invariable  relation.  So  by  analysis  of 
one  instance  we  can  discern  the  universal  relation;  and 
what  is  true  of  that  instance  can  be  rightly  extended  to 
all  members  of  the  class,  since  there  is  such  a  thing  as 
identical  nature.  What  is  once  true  is  always  true.  When 
we  say  “  smoke,”  we  do  not  have  in  our  mind  all  cases 
of  smoke ;  but  the  connotation  of  smoke  is  what  is  in 
our  thought.  The  connotations  of  smoke  and  fire  are 

related  in  the  vyapti  as  the  vyapya,  the  pervaded,  and 
the  vyapaka,  the  pervader.  A  multiplicity  of  instances 

is  necessary,  not  because  we  abstract  the  universal  relation 
from  these  particulars,  but  because  the  relation  is  not  clearly 
differentiated  in  a  single  case.  Those  with  exceptional  powers 
of  discrimination  can  differentiate  relations  even  from  a  few 
instances.  The  universal  relation  is  a  discovery  and  not  a 
creation.  Through  an  act  of  thought  exercised  on  a  single 
instance  we  can  obtain  a  universal  connection.  If  the  uni¬ 
versal  relation  is  not  presented  to  us  in  the  judgment  itself, 
a  repetition  of  similar  events  cannot  help  us  to  it.  It  is  given 

1  Cp.  with  this  Aristotle’s  apprehension  of  the  universal  by  nous  following 
upon  the  perception  of  the  relevant  particulars.  An  enumeration  of  instances, 
even  when  exhaustive,  cannot  give  rise  to  absolute  certainty  unless  we 
transcend  the  contingency  of  matter  (Aristotle:  An.  Post.,  i.  5). 


90 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


to  the  subject  and  not  constructed  by  the  understanding. 
What  transcends  sense -perception  does  not  transcend  experi¬ 
ence.  Methodical  observation  and  experiment  but  confirm 
what  is  intuited  sometimes  from  a  single  case.  Every  event 
of  nature  contains  within  itself  the  relation  or  law  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  which  it  has  been  brought  about.  It  is  intuition 
alone  that  helps  us  to  distinguish  the  essential  features  of  a 
given  event  from  its  accidental  accompaniments.  Universal 
propositions  are  connections  of  content.  If  all  little -biled 
animals  are  long-lived,  it  is  not  because  man,  horse  and  mule, 
which  are  little-biled,  are  long-lived,  but  because  there  is  a 
necessary  connection  between  the  contents  of  little-biled  and 
long  life.  The  significance  of  the  Nyaya  syllogism  is  best 
brought  out  if  it  is  put  in  the  hypothetico-categorical  form. 
If  A,  then  B.  A,  therefore  B. 

On  this  view,  the  problem  how  deductive  reasoning  can 
give  us  more  in  its  conclusion  than  was  contained  in  its 
premises  appears  in  a  new  light.  General  principles  are  not 
enumerative  judgments,  and  the  relations  which  govern  the 
particulars  are  as  real  as  the  particulars  themselves.  When 
we  derive  a  particular  truth  from  a  universal  judgment,  the 
conclusion  goes  beyond  the  premise  in  one  sense,  though  it  is 
contained  in  it  in  another. 

But  if  universal  relations  are  real  and  require  only  to  be 
intuited,  how  is  it  that  lovers  and  lunatics  miss  the  significance 
of  those  general  principles  which  leap  to  the  eye  of  scientists 
and  philosophers  ?  Nor  is  it  easy  to  account  for  the  fact 
that  our  generalisations  sometimes  fail  to  be  true.  The 
relations  are  not  correctly  apprehended  in  erroneous  inductions. 
They  are  not  properly  differentiated  from  the  unlimited 
fulness  of  the  particulars.  The  complexity  of  reality  makes 
discrimination  of  relations  difficult.  Under  the  influence  of 
passion  and  prejudice,  inertia  and  thoughtlessness,  we  accept 
propositions  as  true,  though  they  are  not  so.  In  this  sense, 
even  particular  perceptions  may  be  wrong.  The  intuited 
inductive  principles  become  more  convincing  when  they  are 
applied  to  fresh  particulars,  i.e.  when  we  pass  from  the  in¬ 
ductive  to  the  deductive  stage.  As  we  shall  see,  the  validity 
of  the  universal  relations,  like  that  of  all  other  knowledge,  is 
to  be  established  by  other  forms  of  knowledge.  The  intuition 
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unconfirmed  by  empirical  verification  is  only  a  hypothesis. 
Mere  intuition  is  not  of  much  use.  Exhaustion  of  empirical 
material  is  an  unrealisable  ideal.  The  two  help  each  other. 
The  general  principle  has  some  necessity  about  it,  even  though 
it  is  grasped  by  us  only  on  the  occasion  of  an  empirical  fact. 

The  Nyaya  view  of  vyapti  assumes  that  universals  are  factors  of 
reality  1  and  universal  relations  are  real.3  The  Carvakas,  who  are 
materialists,  deny  the  possibility  of  universal  relations,  and  so  dispute 
the  validity  of  inference.  The  Buddhists  regard  universal  propositions 
as  ideal  constructions  and  not  real  relations.  The  universal  is  but 
a  name  and  the  identity  a  fiction.  In  the  Buddhist  work,  Sdmdnya- 
dusanadikprasaritd,  the  theory  that  we  perceive  the  universals  as  real 
is  criticised.  We  see  the  five  fingers  of  the  hand  and  not  a  sixth 
universal,  which  is  as  unreal  as  a  horn  on  one's  head. 3  Though  a 
strict  interpretation  of  this  view  makes  all  inference  impossible,  still 
the  Buddhists  assume  its  validity  for  all  practical  purposes  and  dis¬ 
tinguish  different  kinds  of  universal  relations.  The  middle  term  may 
be  related  to  the  major  by  way  of  identity  (svabhava,  tadatmya), 
causality  (tadutpatti),  or  negation  (anupalabdhi).  It  comes  to  this, 
that  our  inferences  are  either  affirmative  or  negative,  and  the  former 
may  be  analytical  or  synthetical. 4  We  have  an  inference  of  the  type 
of  tadatmya,  or  analysis,  identity,  or  co-existence,  when  we  say  that 
“  this  is  a  tree  because  it  is  a  kind  of  pine."  We  have  an  inference  of 
the  type  of  tadutpatti,  synthesis,  causality  or  succession,  when  we  say 
"  there  is  fire  because  there  is  smoke."  Inference  by  anupalabdhi,  or 
non-perception,  arises  when  we  infer  the  non-existence  of  the  jar  from 
the  non-perception  of  it.  Universal  relations  are  not  derived  from 
observation  of  facts,  but  are  deduced  from  a  priori  notions  of  identity 
in  essence  and  causal  necessity.  The  Buddhists  assume  the  universal 
validity  of  these  principles  of  causality  and  identity,  since  it  is 
impossible  to  live  without  accepting  them.  According  to  Dignaga, 
knowledge  does  not  express  real  relations  of  objective  existence.  The 
relations  of  inherence  and  essence,  quality  and  subject,  from  which  we 
derive  conclusions,  are  all  imposed  by  thought. 5  Relations  are  only 
logical. 

Vacaspati  subjects  the  Buddhist  view  to  a  severe  scrutiny.  The 
law  of  causality,  as  the  Buddhist  conceives  it,  will  be  satisfied  if  we 
trace  the  smoke  on  the  occasion  of  fire  to  the  agency  of  an  invisible 

*  Samanyasya  vastubhutatvat  ( Tarkabhdsd ,  p.  31,  Poona  ed.). 

•  Svabha  vikas  tu  sambandho  vyaptih  (p.  35). 

3  Keith  :  Buddhist  Philosophy ,  p.  233.  Cp.  Berkeley’s  view  of  abstract 
ideas  in  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge,  Introduction,  p.  13. 

4  Nydyabindu,  III. 

5  See  Nyayakandali,  p.  207.  VScaspati  quotes  from  Dignaga,  **  Sarvo 
'yam  anumananumeyabhavo  buddhyarudhena,  dharmadharmibhavena  na 
bahissadasattvam  apeksate  "  (N.V.T.T.,  i.  1.  5). 
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demon  (pi£aca).  Nor  is  there  any  necessity  why  the  same  effect 
should  have  the  same  cause.  If  the  cause  is  what  precedes  the  effect, 
it  is  not  simultaneous  with  it.  From  the  perception  of  smoke  we  can 
infer,  not  the  present  but  the  past  existence  of  fire.  If  two  things  are 
identical,  then  the  perception  of  one  means  the  perception  of  the 
other,  and  there  is  no  need  for  inference.  Vacaspati  and  Jayanta  urge 
that  the  relation  between  the  pine  and  the  tree  is  not  one  of  identity, 
since  all  trees  are  not  pines.1  The  Buddhist  does  not  tell  us  how  his 
principles  of  causality  and  identity  of  essence  are  themselves  derived. 
There  are  many  cases  of  concomitance  which  have  little  to  do  with 
causality  or  identity.  The  Naiyayika  includes  all  reciprocal  relations 
under  vyapti,  and  not  merely  those  of  causal  successions  and  genus 
and  species,  but  such  others  as  "  all  horned  animals  have  cloven 
hoofs.”  » 


X 

Cause 

Like  all  general  principles,  the  law  of  causation  is  for  the 
Naiyayika  a  self-evident  axiom  known  intuitively  as  it  were 
and  corroborated  by  experience.  Observed  causal  relations 
confirm  the  principle  with  which  all  investigation  starts.  A 
cause  is  that  which  invariably  precedes  the  effect,  and  is  not 
merely  accessory  to  but  is  necessary  for  the  production  of  the 
effect.  It  is  the  antecedent  member  of  a  sequence  of  pheno¬ 
mena,  the  unvaried  event  which  throughout  a  number  of  cases 
has  happened  in  time  before  something  else.  But  mere 
antecedence  is  not  enough.  3  It  must  be  a  necessary  antecedent. 

Anyathasiddha  is  an  antecedent  which  is  not  causally  connected 
with  the  effect,  though  conjoined  with  it.  Vi^vanatha  4  mentions 
different  kinds  of  such  causal  antecedents.  We  may  point  to  the 


1  Nyayamanjan,  p.  114,  and  N.V.T  T.,  i.  1.  5. 

*  Prasastapada  mentions  that  non-causal  coexistences  such  as  the  rise 
of  the  moon  is  indicative  of  the  rise  in  the  sea  and  of  the  blooming  of  the 
water-lily  ”  are  included  under  vyapti  (P.P  ,  p.  205). 

s  Glendower.  At  my  nativity 

The  front  of  heaven  was  full  ol  fiery  shapes, 

Of  burning  cressets  ;  and  at  my  birth 
The  frame  and  huge  foundation  of  the  earth 
Shaked  like  a  coward. 

Hotspur.  Why,  so  it  would  have  done  at  the  same  season  if  your  mother’s 
cat  had  but  kittened,  though  yourself  had  never  been  born  (i  Henry  I V 

y  1  13)- 

♦  Siddhantamuktdvali ,  pp.  19-22. 
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spatial  position  of  an  object  by  means  of  our  finger.  This  pointing 
with  the  finger,  though  it  may  be  invariably  present,  is  not  causally 
related  with  the  perception  of  spatial  position.  The  potter’s  stick  is 
an  unconditional  antecedent,  while  the  colour  of  that  stick  is  an 
irrelevant  one.  The  sound  produced  by  its  motion  is  a  coeffect. 
Eternal  and  all-pervading  substances,  which  cannot  be  introduced  and 
withdrawn  at  pleasure,  are  not  unconditional  antecedents.  The  con¬ 
dition  of  the  condition,  as  the  father  of  the  potter,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  production  of  the  pot.  We  are  concerned  only  with  the 
immediate  antecedents.  The  co-effects  of  the  same  cause  are  some¬ 
times  confounded  as  cause  and  effect.  The  common  cause  of  gravity 
brings  about  the  rise  and  fall  of  the  balance.  When  these  co-effects 
are  successive,  the  danger  of  mistaking  the  antecedent  co-effect  for 
the  cause  of  the  succeeding  one  is  great.  Whatever  is  unnecessary 
for  the  production  of  the  effect  is  not  its  unconditional  antecedent. 
The  cause  should  not  be  mixed  up  with  the  collateral,  indirect  and 
adventitious  accompaniments.1  It  is  admitted  that  the  cause  cannot 
issue  in  the  effect  if  there  are  counteracting  forces.  Pratibandhaka- 
bhava  or  non-existence  of  counteracting  factors,  is  sometimes  added 
to  the  definition  of  cause.  Ke£ava  Mi6ra  defines  a  cause  as  that 
necessary  antecedent  which  is  not  taken  up  in  the  bringing  about  of 
something  else.  The  threads  constitute  the  cause  of  the  cloth  and 
not  their  colour,  since  the  latter  brings  about  the  colour  of  the  cloth 
and  not  the  cloth  itself. 

Two  things  cannot  be  said  to  be  causally  related  unless 
there  is  the  positive-negative  (anvaya-vyatireki)  relation 
between  them,  such  that  the  presence  of  the  cause  means  the 
presence  of  the  effect,  and  the  absence  of  the  cause  means 
the  absence  of  the  effect.  Causal  relations  are  reciprocal  and 
reversible.  They  are  not  mysterious  forces  but  are  ascer¬ 
tained  from  empirical  successions  which  are  uniform  and 
exceptionless.2  Careful  observation  of  facts  is  insisted  on. 
Udayana  says  :  “We  must  diligently  strive  for  ourselves  to 
fix  the  several  limitations,  by  determining  the  constant  limi¬ 
tations  and  separations/'  3  Nature  presents  us  with  a  complex 
tangle  of  details  from  which  our  understanding  selects  the 
succession  A-B,  setting  aside  the  many  irrelevant  details 
constituting  the  flux  of  actual  events.  We  must  find  out 
whether  the  disappearance  of  the  effect  is  due  to  the  dis¬ 
appearance  of  the  suspected  cause.  In  all  this  investigation, 

1  Anyathasiddhaniyatapurvavrtti  karanam.  See  Tarkasatngraha,  38: 
Tarkabhasd,  p.  11. 

2  Bhasapariccheda,  16. 


3  Kusumdnjali,  i.  6. 
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one  must  be  careful  that  no  other  condition  is  changed. 
The  unconditionality  of  the  antecedent  cannot  be  ascertained 
without  the  employment  of  the  double  method  of  difference 
used  in  the  Buddhist  doctrine  of  pancakarani.  1 

Causal  relations  are  not  derived  either  a  priori  or  a 
posteriori.  They  are  not  presented  facts,  but  intellectual 
constructions  based  on  presented  data.  To  say  that  A  is 
the  cause  of  B  is  to  go  beyond  the  particulars  of  sense  and 
apprehend  the  law  of  succession.  Causation  is  not  mere 
phenomenal  sequence  but  a  connection  of  elements.  While 
the  elements  are  presented,  the  connection  is  not. 

The  whole  endeavour  after  causal  explanation  becomes 
useless  if  we  admit  plurality  of  causes.  If  plurality  of  causes 
were  scientifically  true,  then  inference  would  not  be  a  valid 
means  of  knowledge.2  If  we  see  a  river  swollen,  we  cannot 
infer  that  it  is  due  to  past  rain.  It  may  be  due  to  partial 
embankment.  If  we  see  ants  carrying  off  their  eggs,  it  may 
be  due  to  the  damaging  of  their  nests  and  not  necessarily  to 
the  coming  rain.  What  we  regard  as  the  scream  of  a  peacock 
need  not  imply  that  clouds  are  gathering,  for  it  may  after  all 
be  the  voice  of  somebody  imitating  the  peacock’s  scream. 
The  Nyaya  believes  that  there  is  no  plurality  and  there  is  only 
one  cause  for  one  effect.  The  appearance  of  plurality  is  due 
to  defective  analysis.  Plurality  disappears  if  the  effect  is 
sufficiently  limited  and  specialised.  The  swelling  of  the  river 
caused  by  rain  is  different  from  that  which  results  from  the 
embankment  of  a  part  of  it.  The  former  is  attended  by  rapid 
currents,  abundant  foam,  a  mass  of  fruit  and  foliage.  The 
manner  in  which  ants  carry  off  their  eggs  before  rain  is 
quite  different  from  the  way  they  do  when  their  nests  are 
damaged.  The  scream  of  the  peacock  can  certainly  be  dis¬ 
tinguished  from  a  man’s  imitation  of  it.  If  we  take  the 
effect  with  its  distinctiveness  (karyavisesa),  then  it  will  be 
seen  to  have  only  one  specific  cause  (karanavisesa).  If  we 
take  the  effect  abstractly,  let  us  take  the  cause  also  in  the 
same  way.  Vacaspati  and  Jay  ant  a  ask  us  to  consider  the  full 
complement  of  the  causes  when  the  appearance  of  plurality 
vanishes.  Some  logicians  however,  assume  that  the  different 


*  I.P..  p.  463. 


*  N.B.,  ii.  i.  37-38. 
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possible  causes  of  the  same  effect  possess  a  common  power  or 
efficiency  (atiriktasakti).  If  we  refuse  to  be  scientific,  we 
may  accept  plurality.  In  that  case,  as  the  later  Nyaya  tells 
us,  since  more  than  one  causal  aggregate  can  be  supposed  for 
any  effect,  the  latter  is  a  mark  or  sign,  not  of  any  one  of  the 
causal  aggregates  in  particular,  but  of  the  one  or  the  other 
of  them.  If  we  are  to  be  certain  of  the  absence  of  the  effect, 
then  we  must  be  certain  of  the  absence  of  not  one  such  cause, 
but  of  each  and  every  one  of  them.  A  cause,  in  this  sense, 
is  the  one  or  the  other  of  the  possible  alternative  aggregates 
which,  being  given,  the  effect  follows  invariably  and  uncon¬ 
ditionally.  The  defining  mark  of  the  cause  (karanatavac- 
chedaka)  is  the  presence  of  the  one  or  the  other  of  the  possible 
causal  aggregates  and  nothing  else. 

Three  different  kinds  of  causes  are  distinguished.1 *  (i)  The 
material  (upadana)  cause  is  the  stuff  from  out  of  which  the 
effect  is  produced,  e.g.  the  threads  are  the  material  cause  of 
the  cloth  or  the  clay  of  the  jar. 3  (2)  The  non-material  or  the 

non-inherent  (asamavayi)  cause  is  that  which  inheres  in  the 
material  cause,  and  whose  efficiency  is  well  known.  The 
conjunction  (samyoga)  of  the  threads  is  the  non-material  cause. 
The  threads  will  remain  a  bundle,  and  not  make  a  cloth  unless 
they  are  conjoined.  The  colour  of  the  threads  is  a  non-material 
cause,  since  its  efficiency  in  producing  the  colour  of  the  cloth  is 
well  known.  While  the  material  cause  is  a  substance,  the 
non-material  cause  is  a  quality  or  an  action. 3  The  atomic 
theory  of  the  Nyaya  reduces  all  alteration  and  change  in  the 

1  V.S.,  x.  2.  1-7;  Tarkabhasa,  pp.  15-25;  Bhdsapariccheda,  17-18; 
Tarkasariigraha,  40. 

J  According  to  the  Nyaya,  the  destruction  of  the  erfect  (karyam)  is  due 
to  the  destruction  of  its  material  cause.  When  one  thread  is  destroyed, 
the  original  piece  of  cloth  is  also  held  to  be  destroyed.  The  fact  that  a 
piece  of  cloth  still  remains,  without  the  weaver  and  the  shuttle,  etc.,  being 
required  to  produce  it  anew,  is  explained  by  the  assumption  that  the  original 
material  cause  was  not  altogether  destroyed,  but  continued  to  exist  as  a 
latent  self-productive  impression  or  habit  (sthitisthapakah  samskarah)  in 
the  remaining  threads,  so  that  they  forthwith  produce  a  new  piece  of  cloth. 

3  This  second  kind  of  cause  is  not  admitted  by  the  Samkhya  and  the 
Vedanta,  who  regard  the  cause  and  the  effect  as  bound  by  the  relation  of 
identity.  No  link  is  necessary  to  bind  the  two.  The  distinction  between 
inherent  and  non-inherent  causes  is  not  tenable.  Strictly  speaking,  only 
the  efficient  cause  is  non-inherent.  While  the  Samkhya  and  the  Vedanta 
admit  the  material  and  efficient  causes,  the  Buddhists  do  not  admit  even 
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physical  world  to  the  combination  and  the  severance  of  parts. 
The  ultimate  constituents  are  practically  the  same,  though  the 
order  of  the  plan  into  which  they  enter  changes  every  moment. 
The  efficient  (nimitta)  cause  is  distinct  from  the  preceding  ones. 
It  refers  to  the  motive  power  by  which  the  effect  originates 
or  the  means  by  which  it  is  produced.  The  potter  is  the 
efficient  cause  of  the  jar,  while  his  stick  and  wheel  are  regarded 
as  accessory  (sahakari).1  The  three  kinds  of  causes  correspond 
to  Aristotle’s  material,  formal  and  efficient  causes.  The 
effect  itself  may  be  regarded  as  the  final  cause  of  Aristotle. 

Sometimes  the  cause  which  immediately  produces  the  effect  is  called 
karana,  and  is  defined  as  the  peculiar  cause. *  It  is,  according  to  Ke£ava 
Mi£ra,  the  cause  par  excellence. 3  Of  the  assemblage  of  causes  that 
which  immediately  produces  the  effect  is  the  caused  In  the  act  of 
perception,  knower  and  object  of  knowledge  are  both  necessary,  though 
the  chief  cause  or  karana  is  sense-contact.  Nllakantha  defines  karana 
as  the  cause  without  which  the  desired  effect  will  never  be  produced. 3 
The  potter’s  stick  is  the  instrumental  cause  of  the  jar.  The  stick  in 
the  forest  is  not  the  cause.  It  becomes  the  cause  only  when  it  is 
actually  employed  in  producing  the  jar.  So  the  qualification 
“  vyaparavad  ”  is  added.  Modern  Nyaya  goes  a  step  further  and 
asserts  that  the  karana  is  not  that  in  which  the  vyapara  or  activity 
subsists,  but  is  the  activity  itself  which  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
appropriate  effect.6 

In  the  later  Nyaya,  the  effect  is  defined  as  “  the  counterentity  of 
its  antecedent  negation.”  7  It  is  the  positive  correlate  of  prior  negation. 
To  say  that  the  effect  has  prior  non-existence  is  to  admit  that  it  has 
a  beginning.  This  is  the  view  of  asatkaryavada,  or  the  doctrine  that 
the  effect  has  no  existence  before  it  is  brought  into  being,  also  known 
as  arambhavada,  or  the  theory  of  new  beginnings.  The  effect  does 
not  pre-exist  in  the  cause  but  originates  freshly.  It  is  the  doctrine 


this  distinction.  Every  event  is  momentary,  giving  rise  to  another.  Milk 
is  changing  every  moment ;  only  we  call  it  at  one  stage  milk  and  at  another 
curds 

1  Among  efficient  causes,  a  distinction  is  made  between  the  general  and 
the  special  causes.  Of  the  former  there  are  eight  :  God,  his  knowledge, 
desire,  and  action,  antecedent  non-existence,  space,  time,  merit  and  demerit, 
to  which  sometimes  absence  of  counteracting  influences  is  added  (Tarhe~ 
sariigraha,  207-208.) 

*  Asadharanam  karanam  karanam  ( Tarkasamgraha ,  37). 

1  Prakrstam  karanam.  4  Avilambena  karyotpatti. 

5  Tarkasamgraha,  186. 

6  Phalayogavyavacchinnam  karanam. 

7  Pragabhavapratiyogi  ( Tarkasamgraha ,  39). 
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of  epigenesis,  or  the  creative  process  of  reality  that  goes  on  adding 
fresh  aspects  to  itself.1 * * * 5  Some  Buddhists  deny  that  an  effect  before 
its  production  can  be  described  as  existent,  non-existent,  or  both.  The 
Nyaya  contends  that  the  effect  is  non-existent  before  its  production 
from  its  cause,  and  this  view  is  in  conformity  with  the  Nyaya  doctrine 
that  the  whole  is  something  other  than  the  parts  from  which  it  is 
made  up.J  The  Samkhya  and  the  Vedanta  urge  that  we  have  in  the 
effect  the  actualisation  of  pre-existing  potentialities.  According  to 
the  Samkhya,  the  efficient  cause  aids  the  process  of  manifestation. 
The  Naiyayika  criticises  this  view.  If  the  cloth  already  exists  in 
the  threads,  how  is  it  that  we  do  not  see  it  ?  The  threads  are  not  the 
cloth,  and  we  cannot  wear  the  threads.  It  is  no  argument  to  say  that 
the  cloth  is  not  manifested,  since  the  non-manifestation  is  just  the 
problem.  If  the  manifestation  means  “  the  absence  of  such  form  as 
would  be  perceptible  and  capable  of  effective  action,"  then  it  amounts 
to  the  non-existence  of  the  effect  prior  to  causal  operation.  Some¬ 
thing  which  did  not  exist  in  a  particular  form  is  brought  into  existence 
by  the  operation  of  the  cause. 3  The  effect  differs  from  the  cause  in 
form,  potency  and  position.  Besides,  if  the  Samkhya  theory  of  the 
non-difference  of  the  effect  from  the  cause  is  true,  then  it  would  follow 
that  the  whole  world  regarded  as  the  product  of  the  primordial  prakrti 
would  be  as  imperceptible  as  the  prakrti  itself.  If  the  effect  occupies 
the  same  extension  in  space  as  the  cause,  it  is  because  the  effect  rests 
or  has  its  basis  in  the  cause.  There  is  no  reason  to  reject  the  view, 
suggested  by  the  facts  of  nature,  that  things  are  freshly  produced  and 
destroyed. 4  The  view  that  when  milk  changes  into  curds  there  is 
only  transformation  and  no  destruction  is  not  tenable.  "  When  we 
perceive  a  new  substance  being  produced  by  a  fresh  reconstitution, 
we  infer  from  it  the  cessation  or  the  destruction  of  the  previous  sub¬ 
stance."  5  The  disruption  of  the  component  particles  of  the  milk  and 
their  rearrangement  bring  into  existence  curds.  The  Naiyayika  con¬ 
cedes  that  a  complete  destruction  of  the  previous  substance  will  make 
the  formation  of  the  new  impossible.  It  follows  that  the  substance 
only  relinquishes  its  former  condition,  though  the  Naiyayika  is  not 
inclined  to  accept  it  openly. 

The  works  of  the  Samkhya  and  the  Vedanta,  which  hold  a  different 
theory  of  causal  relation,  criticise  the  Nyaya  view.  One  illustration 
may  be  given  here  from  the  Samkhya  kavika .6  That  which  does  not 
exist  can  never  be  produced.  However  much  we  may  try,  we  cannot 

1  Kanada  mentions  a  number  of  arguments  to  show  that  the  cause  and 

the  effect  are  quite  different :  (i)  They  are  objects  of  different  ideas  ;  (2)  and 
of  different  words  ;  (3)  they  produce  different  effects  ;  and  (4)  occur  in 

different  instants  of  time  ;  (5)  there  is  a  difference  of  form  ;  (6)  of  number, 
as  the  threads  are  many  and  the  cloth  is  one  ;  (7)  if  cause  and  effect  were 
identical,  there  would  be  no  need  for  any  effort  to  derive  the  effect  from 
the  cause.  See  also  N.V.T.T.,  iii.  2.  17. 

*  N.S.,  iv.  1.  48-54.  3  N.V.,  iv.  1.  49.  4  N.B.,  iv.  1.  49. 

5  N.B.,  iii.  2.  16.  6  9. 
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change  blue  into  yellow.  Again,  the  material  cause  is  always  found 
associated  with  the  effect,  as  oil-seeds  with  oil.  Since  there  can  be 
no  association  with  a  non-existent  thing,  the  effect  must  exist  in  the 
cause.  It  cannot  be  said  that  a  cause  might  produce  an  effect,  even 
though  unconnected  with  it.  For  in  that  case,  anything  can  be  pro¬ 
duced  from  anything,  and  there  will  be  no  necessity  why  a  particular 
effect  should  be  produced  from  a  particular  cause  only.1  If  it  is  said 
that  an  unconnected  cause  produces  the  effect  on  account  of  some 
inherent  potency  in  it,2  then  if  the  power  is  connected  with  the  effect, 
it  is  as  good  as  saying  that  the  effect  pre-exists  in  the  cause  ;  if  it  is 
not,  then  the  difficulty  as  to  why  a  particular  effect  is  produced  from 
a  particular  power  is  not  solved.  Besides,  since  the  cause  and  the 
effect  are  of  the  same  nature,  if  the  one  exists,  the  other  must  also 
exist.  The  Samkhya  and  the  Vedanta  insist  that,  if  the  effect  is 
totally  distinct  from  the  cause,  there  cannot  be  any  determining  prin¬ 
ciple  to  relate  the  two.  The  Naiyayika  says  that,  if  the  effect  is  not 
distinct  from  the  cause,  we  cannot  distinguish  the  two  as  cause  and 
effect.  Both  views  are  justified,  though  from  different  standpoints. 

Before  we  pass  from  this  section,  we  may  make  a  few 
critical  observations  regarding  the  Nyaya  view  of  causation. 
The  Naiyayika  lays  stress  on  antecedence,  which,  strictly 
speaking,  is  logical  and  not  chronological.  The  sun  is  the 
cause  of  light,  and  the  two,  the  cause  and  the  effect,  are  simul¬ 
taneous.  The  real  cause  continues  as  long  as  the  effect  does, 
and  the  existence  of  the  cause,  before  or  after  the  effect  is 
unnecessary.  In  the  interests  of  practice,  though  not  of 
truth,  the  Naiyayika  exaggerates  the  importance  of  ante¬ 
cedence  (purvabhava)  for  causality.  3  The  Nyaya  analysis 
into  the  antecedent  conditions  and  the  change  which  brings 
together  the  conditions  and  makes  them  into  causes  so  as  to 
result  in  the  effect,  is  artificial.  The  moment  the  union  of 
the  conditions  is  brought  about,  the  effect  appears.  If  it 
does  not,  the  cause  might  exist  for  ever  and  not  begin  to 

1  On  that  view,  it  is  said  that  even  impossible  things  like  a  hare's  horn 
may  be  produced  The  Nyaya  answers  this  objection  by  saying  that  it 
holds  that  whatever  is  produced  is  non-existent,  and  not  that  anything  non¬ 
existent  can  be  produced  (Nyayamanjari,  p.  494). 

1  If  the  effect  has  no  existence  before  it  is  produced,  the  activity  of  the 
agent  must  be  supposed  to  operate  elsewhere  than  on  the  effect.  In  other 
words,  the  agent’s  effort  with  reference  to  threads  may  give  rise  to  jars. 
The  Vaisesika  gets  over  this  difficulty  by  contending  that  the  activity 
applied  to  a  certain  cause  gives  rise  to  those  effects  only,  the  potentiality 
of  which  inheres  in  that  cause. 

3  Kusumanjali,  i.  19. 
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produce  its  effect.  No  cause  can  exist  without  producing  the 
effect.  The  process  of  change  is  itself  the  effect,  and  nothing 
else  can  be  called  the  effect.  The  distinction  into  the  elements 
by  themselves,  their  union  and  the  production  of  the  effect, 
is  purely  ideal.1  Samkara  rightly  urges  that  we  cannot  insist 
on  both  antecedence  and  unconditionality  or  inseparability. 
If  the  cause  and  the  effect  are  in  inseparable  union  (ayuta- 
siddha),  then  the  cause  need  not  always  precede  the  effect. 
It  is  truer  to  say  that  the  cause  and  the  effect  are  two  modes 
of  one  thing  than  that  they  are  two  separate  things  joined 
together  inseparably.2  This  conclusion  is  strengthened  by 
the  Nyaya  insistence  on  samavaya  or  inherence.  If  the  cause 
and  the  effect  are  related  by  way  of  inherence,  then  it  is 
simpler  to  regard  them  as  related  to  each  other  by  way  of 
identity  (tadatmya). 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  facts  of  nature  contain  the 
causal  relations  in  such  an  obvious  manner  that  one  has  only 
to  open  his  eyes  to  see  them.  We  say  that  A  is  the  cause  of 
B,  or  that  A  is  necessary  or  B  is  contingent,  and  thus  order 
our  experience.  Causality  is  a  form  of  our  thought,  a  mode 
of  intellect.  That  the  universe  is  governed  by  laws,  is  a 
postulate  which  we  accept  in  logic,  though  it  has  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  in  metaphysics.  In  life  we  do  not  ask  for  the  real 
cause  or  the  explanation  of  an  event,  but  are  content  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  things  that  we  should  secure  to  produce 
a  desired  effect.  Clay  is  the  cause  of  the  jar,  where  nature 
provides  the  clay  and  the  potter  uses  it  for  his  purpose.  We 
can  never  exhaust  the  conditions,  and  so  all  our  causal  predi¬ 
cations  are  relative.  We  say,  given  such  and  such  conditions, 
if  they  are  not  counteracted,  such  and  such  effects  are  bound 

1  “  Causation  is  really  the  ideal  reconstruction  of  a  continuous  process 
of  change  in  time.  Between  the  coming  together  of  the  separate  conditions 
and  the  beginning  of  the  process  is  no  halt  or  interval.  Cause  and  effect 
are  not  divided  by  time  in  the  sense  of  duration  or  lapse  or  interspace, 
They  are  separated  in  time  by  an  ideal  line  which  we  draw  across  the  indi¬ 
visible  process.  For  if  the  cause  remained  for  the  fraction  of  a  second,  it 
might  remain  through  an  indefinite  future  "  (Bradley:  Logic,  ii.  p.  539  n.). 
“  The  thread  of  causation  is  an  ideal  unity  which  we  discover  and  make 
within  the  phenomenal  flux  of  the  given.  But  it  has  no  actual  existence 
within  that  flux,  but  lives  first  within  the  world  of  universals  ”  (ibid., 
p.  540). 

*  S.B.,  ii.  2.  17. 
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to  follow.  The  difficulties  about  the  cause  of  the  cause  and 
the  consequent  regress,  are  dismissed  by  the  Naiyayika  as 
purely  dialectical.  Both  cause  and  effect  are  passing  events 
and  not  permanent  facts,  though  we  tend  to  speak  of  them 
as  substances  maintaining  an  identity  in  spite  of  events. 
The  atoms  themselves,  if  they  are  causes,  cannot  be  real. 
Cause  has  no  meaning  apart  from  change,  and  whatever  changes 
is  a  passing  phenomenon.  Causality,  when  analysed,  resolves 
itself  into  a  mere  sequence  of  events,  one  depending  on  another 
ad  infinitum,  and  yet  we  are  obliged  to  use  it  as  if  it  were  a 
valid  concept.  It  is  certainly  useful  within  the  limits  of 
experience,  but  we  cannot  regard  it  as  of  absolute  validity. 
Causality  is  only  a  form  of  experience.1 

The  conception  of  the  non-existence  of  the  effect  in  the 
cause,  adopted  by  the  Nyaya,  has  its  source  in  the  naturalistic 
bias  which  regards  the  real  as  the  perceived.2  We  see  actually 
the  higher  and  more  complex  levels  arising  out  of  the  lower 
and  simpler  ones,  in  which  they  were  not  found  to  exist  pre¬ 
viously.  Many  scientific  thinkers  of  the  present  day  accept 
this  view  of  reality  as  a  one-way  series,  proceeding  from  the 
simple  to  the  complex,  from  the  lower  to  the  higher.  They 
may  differ  from  the  Nyaya  realists  with  regard  to  the  nature 
of  the  ultimate  simple  unit,  but  their  ideal  of  explanation  is 
in  essence  the  same.  Whether  we  start  with  material  atoms, 
as  the  Naiyayika  does,  or  with  electrons  as  modern  scientists 
do,  or  with  neutral  stuff,  sense-data  or  space- time  passing 
through  various  growing  complexities,  as  some  contemporary 
realists  do,  we  shall  be  obliged  to  adopt  an  inadequate  ideal 
of  explanation.  The  first  condition  of  philosophic  intelligi¬ 
bility  is  that  the  less  can  be  derived  from  the  more  and  not 
the  more  from  the  less.  The  natural  movement  of  thought 
leads  us  to  the  acceptance  of  such  a  principle.  The  stream 
cannot  rise  higher  than  its  source.  If  a  priori  conditions  of 
intelligibility  are  violated  in  any  such  view,  the  conditions, 
we  are  told,  must  be  given  up.  But  we  cannot  alter  the 
constitution  of  our  minds  at  the  bidding  of  realism.  Thought 
is  obliged  to  posit  the  implicit  or  the  potential,  and  hold  that 
the  effect  is  implicitly  or  potentially  prefigured  in  the  cause. 


1  Aropita  or  adhyastadharma. 


»  N.B.f  ii.  2,  18. 
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A.  strict  realism  will  have  to  treat  development  as  mere 
appearance.  If  it  regards  it  as  more  than  appearance,  it  is 
not  loyal  to  itself.  Realists  like  Alexander  assume  some  other 
principle,  besides  space-time  when  they  speak  of  a  nisus  and 
development  of  higher  qualities  or  beings.  If  the  realist 
regards  the  real  as  what  is  actual,  and  dismisses  the  potential 
as  a  meaningless  expression,  then  causality  becomes  unin¬ 
telligible.  The  Naiyayika  violates  his  own  view  when  he 
admits  the  reality  of  atoms  and  souls  which  are  not  seen. 
Things  which  we  see  are  produced  and  destroyed  and  so  are 
non-eternal ;  eternal  things  are  not  seen  by  us  and  yet  they 
are  assumed.  The  realist  is  forced  to  exaggerate  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  time.  Guyau  observes  in  his  little  book  on  Time, 
“  Time  is  made  by  us  moderns  a  sort  of  mysterious  reality 
designed  to  replace  the  old  idea  of  providence  and  made 
almost  omnipotent. ”  1  On  the  hypothesis  of  the  absoluteness 
of  time,  we  can  never  be  sure  of  the  goal  of  the  world,  which 
is  neither  fixed  nor  stable.  We  live  in  a  universe  which 
changes  and  where  anything  can  come  out  of  anything. 
There  is  no  place  for  God  in  such  a  scheme,  unless  we  piously 
assume  that  things  are  tending  in  the  upward  direction  and 
God  is  in  the  making.  Professor  Alexander  assures  us  that 
deity  is  the  next  higher  quality  than  mind.  We  must  ask, 
after  God,  what  next  ? 

The  Naiyayika  insists  on  the  continuity  between  the  cause 
and  the  effect.  If  we  attempt  to  formulate  the  Nyaya  view 
in  terms  of  modern  science,  we  may  say  that  it  regards  all 
causation  as  expenditure  of  energy.  It  denies  the  existence 
of  any  transcendent  power  in  the  mechanism  of  nature,  if 
we,  for  the  moment,  overlook  its  view  of  unseen  merit  or 
demerit  (adrsta).  Causation  is  a  mere  redistribution  of 
energy.  The  cause  is  the  totality  of  conditions  (karanasa- 
magri)  and  the  effect  is  what  issues  from  it.2  In  his  anxiety 

1  Quoted  in  the  Philosophical  Review,  September  1923,  p.  466. 

1  As  we  shall  see,  the  Vaisesika  admits  that  the  qualities  of  the  cause 
are  the  causes  of  the  qualities  of  the  effect.  The  black  colour  of  the  clay 
is  the  cause  of  the  black  colour  of  the  pot,  unless  the  counteracting  force 
of  heat  changes  the  colour.  The  exception  to  this  in  the  Vaisesika  is  the 
production  of  the  diads  from  anus  and  triads  from  diads,  where  the  number 
of  the  constituent  elements  determines  the  parimana,  or  dimension  The 
Nyaya  allows  a  change  of  qualities  in  compound  substances. 
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to  do  justice  to  the  dictates  of  common  sense,  that  things  are 
produced  and  destroyed,  the  Naiyayika  runs  the  risk  of  over¬ 
looking  the  continuity  of  nature.  He  attempts  to  reconcile 
the  popular  view,  that  nothing  comes  from  nothing,  with  the 
notion  that  things  begin  to  be.  The  flower  comes  from  the 
plant,  the  fruit  from  the  tree,  but  yet  he  realises  that  the 
plant  and  the  flower  and  the  fruit  and  the  tree  are  all  unreal. 
The  Nyaya  admits  the  substantial  identity  of  the  cause,  and 
holds  that  the  collocations  differ,  so  as  to  give  rise  to  new 
properties.  The  question  for  metaphysics  is,  whether  these 
newly  produced  properties  are  real.  That  they  are  observed 
by  us  in  the  effect  condition,  and  were  not  observed  by  us  in 
the  causal  condition,  is  quite  true.  But  can  we  on  that 
ground  infer  that  they  are  real  ?  When  the  Naiyayika  allows 
that  the  changing  states  of  the  world  are  perishable,  he  admits 
that  they  are  not  absolutely  real.  The  real  is  the  unaltered, 
while  the  aggregates  change  form.  We  say  popularly  that 
things  come  into  and  go  out  of  existence  :  in  reality  there 
are  only  integration  and  separation  of  distinct  elements  which 
can  neither  be  produced  nor  be  destroyed,  neither  be  increased 
nor  be  decreased.  The  real  abides  while  its  states  change. 
Even  in  the  realm  of  matter  the  first  principle  of  constancy 
is  admitted.  Atoms  abide  while  their  accidental  aggregations 
pass  into  and  out  of  existence.  The  paradoxical  ring  of  the 
statement  that  from  nothing  comes  something  is  lost  when 
we  remember  that  what  is  present  in  germ  becomes  actual. 
It  is  a  misuse  of  language  to  identify  one  stage  with  something 
and  its  preceding  stage  with  nothing. 

XI 

Upamana  or  Comparison 

Upam&na,  or  Comparison,  is  the  means  by  which  we  gain 
the  knowledge  of  a  thing  from  its  similarity  to  another  thing 
previously  well  known.  Hearing  that  a  wild  ox  (gavaya)  is 
like  a  cow,  we  infer  that  the  animal  which  we  find  to  be  like 
the  cow  is  the  gavaya.1  Two  factors  are  involved  in  an 

1  Prasiddhavastusadharmyad  aprasiddhasya  sadhanam, 

Upamanam  samakhyatam  yatha  gaur  gavayas  tatha. 

Haribhadra:  §acldar£anasamuccaya,  23.  See  also  N.S.,  i.  1.  6. 
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argument  by  comparison  which  are  (i)  the  knowledge  of  the 
object  to  be  known,  and  (2)  the  perception  of  similarity. 
While  the  ancient  Naiyayikas  regarded  the  former  as  the 
principal  cause  of  the  new  knowledge,  the  modern  Naiyayikas 
attach  more  importance  to  the  perception  of  similarity.1 
Mere  resemblance,  whether  it  be  complete,  considerable  or 
partial,  is  not  enough  to  justify  an  argument  by  comparison. 
In  the  first  case  of  complete  resemblance  or  identity,  there  is 
not  any  new  knowledge.  We  do  not  say  the  cow  is  like  a 
cow.  In  the  second  case  of  considerable  resemblance,  the 
inference  need  not  be  valid,  for  a  buffalo  is  not  a  cow,  though 
there  are  many  points  of  resemblance  between  the  two.  If 
there  is  only  partial  resemblance,  the  case  is  worse.  A  mustard 
seed  is  not  Mount  Meru,  simply  because  both  share  the  attri¬ 
bute  of  existence.  In  a  valid  argument  through  comparison, 
we  do  not  so  much  count  the  points  of  resemblance  as  weigh 
them.2  The  resemblance  must  be  important  or  essential  3  and 
have  relation  to  the  causal  tie.  4  Argument  by  comparison 
gives  us  a  knowledge  of  the  relation  between  an  object  and 
its  name.  5  It  relates  to  the  problem  of  identification.  We 
are  told  that  the  particular  name  “  gavaya  ”  is  given  to  the 
object  which  resembles  the  cow,  and  we  give  the  name  when 
we  find  such  an  object.  Later  logicians  are  of  opinion  that 
this  mediate  identification  takes  place  through  the  recognition 
not  only  of  similarity  but  also  of  dissimilarity  (vaidharmya), 
as  when  we  identify  a  horse  which  is  different  from  the  cow 
since  it  has  not  cloven  hoofs  or  the  characteristic  nature  of 
the  object  (dharmamatra),  as  when  we  identify  a  camel  from 
its  peculiar  properties  of  a  long  neck  and  the  like.6  Upamana, 
in  this  sense,  does  not  correspond  to  the  modern  argument  by 
analogy. 

As  we  shall  see,  the  Nyaya  theory  assumes  the  pragmatist 
view  of  truth  as  that  which  leads  to  successful  activation. 
While  this  test  can  be  applied  to  the  objects  of  our  experience, 
truths  regarding  the  supersensible  are  beyond  it.  The  Nai- 
yayika  attempts  to  overcome  the  difficulty  by  means  of  this 

1  Sadrsyajnanam  (Tarkasamgraha,  58). 

1  N.B.,ii.  1.  44.  3  Prasiddhasadharmyat,  ii.  1.  45. 

4  Sadhyasadhanabhava  (N.B.,  ii.  1.  45). 

5  Samjnasamjnibhava.  6  Tarkikaraksa,  22. 
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method  of  comparison.  If  the  theory  of  medicine  propounded 
by  the  sages  of  old  is  tested  and  found  true,  then  the  science 
of  spiritual  freedom  as  expounded  by  them  must  also  be  true. 

Since  the  perception  of  similarity  plays  an  important  part  in 
upamana,  Dignaga  regards  it  as  a  case  of  perception.  The  VaiSesika 
includes  it  in  inference,  since  the  argument  may  be  put  in  the  form  : 
“  This  object  is  gavaya,  since  it  is  like  a  cow,  and  whatever  is  like 
a  cow  is  gavaya.”  1  The  Sarhkhya  argues  that  upamana  is  not  an 
independent  means  of  knowledge,  since  the  instruction  of  the  forester 
is  a  case  of  verbal  knowledge  and  the  perception  of  similarity  an 
instance  of  perceptual  knowledge.3  Even  Bhasarvajna  brings  it  under 
verbal  knowledge.  Argument  by  comparison  is  a  complex  one  in¬ 
volving  an  element  of  verbal  knowledge  derived  from  the  forester 
that  the  gavaya  is  like  the  cow,  one  of  perception  in  that  we  perceive 
the  gavaya  in  the  forest,  one  of  memory  since  we  remember  the  state¬ 
ment  when  we  see  the  gavaya,  one  of  inference,  since  we  assume  the 
general  proposition  that  whatever  is  like  the  cow  is  a  gavaya,  and 
lastly,  the  knowledge  characteristic  of  the  argument  that  the  name 
gavaya  is  applicable  to  an  animal  of  this  kind.  The  last  is  the  dis¬ 
tinctive  contribution  of  the  argument  by  comparison  which  should 
not  be  confused  with  the  other  modes  of  cognition,  though  it  may 
have  some  features  in  common  with  them.  3 


XII 

Sabda  or  Verbal  Knowledge 

One  of  the  chief  sources  of  knowledge  is  authority.  We 
accept  many  things  which  we  have  not  observed  or  thought 
about  on  the  authority  of  others.  We  learn  a  good  deal 
from  popular  testimony,  historical  tradition  and  scriptural 
revelation.  The  logical  issues  involved  in  this  mode  of 

acquiring  knowledge  are  discussed  under  Sabda,  or  verbal 
testimony. 

We  may  refer  briefly  to  the  Nyaya  views  about  the  origin  and 
nature  of  sounds,  the  import  of  words  and  the  structure  of  sentences. 


1  Upashara,  ix.  2.  5.  2  Tattvakaumual,  5. 

3  Siddhantamuktavali,  79  and  80.  The  Purva  Mlmamsa  and  the  Vedanta 
admit  the  independence  of  the  argument  by  comparison,  though  they  define 
it  in  a  different  way.  When  we  meet  with  a  gavaya  in  the  forest,  we  not 
only  have  a  cognition  of  its  likeness  to  the  familiar  cow,  but  also  a  cognition 
of  the  likeness  of  the  cow  to  the  gavaya.  The  latter  is  due  to  comparison, 
since  the  cow  is  not  actually  perceived  while  the  gavaya  is. 
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Akaia,  which  pervades  all  space  and  not  air,  is  the  substratum  of  sound.1 
Sound  can  be  produced  even  in  a  vacuum,  though  we  cannot  hear  it, 
since  there  is  no  air  to  convey  it.  The  quality  of  sound  does  not  depend 
on  air  though  the  loudness,  etc.,  do.2  It  is,  however,  produced  by  the 
contact  of  two  hard  substances.  One  sound  produces  another  which 
causes  another,  until  the  last  sound  ceases  owing  to  some  obstacle. 3 
We  cannot  argue  that  sound  is  eternal  simply  because  it  has  an 
intangible  substratum. 4 

A  word  is  a  combination  of  letters  signifying  an  object, 
by  way  of  denotation  (abhidha)  or  implication  (laksana). 
Every  word  has  a  meaning,  which  is  generally  regarded  as  a 

1  "  The  sound  series  is  perceived  even  at  a  time  when  there  is  no  percep¬ 
tion  of  anything  possessing  colour  and  other  qualities,  which  shows  that 
sound  has  for  its  substratum  a  substance  which  is  intangible  and  all-per¬ 
vading,  and  it  does  not  subsist  in  the  same  substratum  as  the  vibrations 
(kampa)  ”  (N.B.,  ii.  2.  38). 

2  V.S.,  i.  1.  6  3  N.B.,  ii.  2.  35-6. 

4  Several  grounds  are  urged  to  establish  its  non-eternality  (N.S.,  ii.  2. 

I3-3^)*  (*)  Sound  has  a  beginning,  since  it  arises  from  the  concussion  of  two 

hard  substances,  say,  an  axe  and  a  tree.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  con¬ 
cussion  aids  the  manifestation  of  sound  but  does  not  produce  it,  for  the 
concussion  and  the  sound  are  not  simultaneous.  We  hear  the  sound  at  a 
great  distance  even  after  the  concussion  which  occasioned  it  has  ceased. 
(2)  Sound  is  not  eternal,  since  it  has  a  beginning  and  an  end.  If  it  were 
eternal,  then  it  must  always  be  heard,  since  it  is  close  to  the  perceiving 
organ,  which  is  not  the  case.  We  know  also  that  the  sound  ceases  on 
account  of  known  causes.  We  stop  the  gong  by  the  contact  of  our  hand 
with  the  bell  (ii.  2.  32-36  ;  V.S.,  ii.  2.  26-37).  Vatsyayana  says  that  in 
the  case  of  every  sound  there  is  a  series  of  sounds,  and  in  this  series  the 
succeeding  destroys  the  preceding.  What  destroys  the  final  sound  of  the 
series  is  the  conjunction  or  impact  of  an  obstructing  substance  (N.B.,  ii. 
2.  34).  Later  Naiyayikas  modify  this  account  to  suit  the  Vaisesika  theory 
that  a  quality  cannot  subsist  in  a  quality  and  cannot  have  another  quality 
conjunction.  Vacaspati  observes  that  what  destroys  *^ie  sound  is  the 
impact  with  the  obstacle  of,  not  sound,  but  the  akasa,  wnich  is  the  material 
cause  of  the  sound.  The  impact  of  akasa  with  a  denser  substance  renders 
it  incapable  of  functioning  as  the  material  cause  of  further  sounds,  and 
when  the  immaterial  cause  of  the  initial  sound,  namely,  the  contact  of  the 
stick  with  the  drum,  ceases,  there  is  nothing  to  start  the  series  afresh,  and 
thus  the  final  sound  is  destroyed.  (3)  Sound  is  cognised  by  one  of  our 
senses  as  advancing  in  a  series.  It  belongs  to  the  genus  of  soundness,  and 
is  therefore  non-eternal  (N.S.,  ii.  2.  16).  (4)  Sound  is  spoken  of  as  possessing 

the  properties  of  products.  It  is  described  as  grave,  acute,  etc.  (5)  From 
the  fact  that  we  repeat  the  sounds  taught  by  the  teacher,  we  cannot  argue 
that  sounds  are  eternal.  When  they  were  inaudible  they  did  not  exist, 
and  we  now  simply  reproduce  them.  Even  different  sounds  may  be  said 
to  be  repeated,  as  we  are  said  to  sacrifice  twice  or  dance  twice  (N.S.,  ii.  2.  29). 
(6)  From  the  intangibility  of  sound  we  cannot  argue  to  its  eternality 
Motion  is  intangible  and  yet  non-eternal  (N.S.,  ii.  2.  22-24), 
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relation  between  the  word  or  the  sign  and  the  object  which 
it  signifies.1 

The  fact  of  meaning  is  explained  by  the  grammarians  on  the  theory 
of  the  sphota.2  According  to  it,  any  single  letter,  c,  o,  w,  or  all  the 
letters,  “  cow,"  cannot  produce  the  knowledge  of  a  thing  corresponding 
to  the  word,  since  each  letter  perishes  as  soon  as  it  is  produced.  Even 
if  the  last  letter  is  aided  by  the  impressions  left  by  the  preceding  ones, 
a  number  of  letters  cannot  explain  the  cognition  of  a  thing.  There 
must  be  something  over  and  above  the  letters  by  which  the  knowledge 
is  produced,  and  that  is  the  sphota,  or  the  essence  of  sound  revealed 
by  letter,  word  or  sentence.  3  This  sound-essence  produces  the  cognition 
of  the  thing.  A  single  letter,  unless  it  is  a  complete  word,  cannot 
signify  any  thing.  The  advocates  of  padasphota  argue  that  only  a 
pada,  or  a  word,  can  signify  a  meaning,  while  those  of  vakyasphota 
hold  that  only  a  vakya,  or  a  sentence,  can  signify  a  complete  meaning. 
According  to  the  latter,  a  sentence  is  the  beginning  of  speech,  while 
words  are  parts  of  sentences,  and  letters  parts  of  words.  Sphota,  or 
sound-essence,  is  said  to  be  eternal  and  self-existent,  bearing  a  per¬ 
manent  relation  to  the  thing  signified  by  it.  Letters,  words  and 
sentences  manifest,  but  do  not  produce,  the  eternal  meanings.  The 
Naiyayikas  hold  that  whatever  is  significant  is  a  word,  4  and  we  become 
cognisant  of  its  signification  when  we  hear  the  last  letter  of  the  word. 
On  hearing  the  last  letter  “  w,"  we  recollect  the  previous  ones,  c,  o, 
and  grasp  the  whole  word  by  the  mind;  and  we  cognise  the  object 
by  means  of  the  conventional  association  between  the  word  and  the 
object.  5 

The  relation  between  the  word  and  its  meaning  is  not 
due  to  nature,  but  to  convention,  and  this  view  is  confirmed 
by  our  experience  of  the  way  in  which  we  acquire  a  knowledge 
of  the  meanings  of  words.  We  get  to  know  the  meanings 
of  words  through  popular  usage,  grammar,  dictionaries  ;  and 

*  Cp.  Vijnanabhiksu  on  S.S.,  v.  37.  The  grammarians  Bhattoji  Diksita 
( Vaiyakaranabhusana ,  p.  243)  and  Nagesa  Bhatfa  ( Manjusd ,  pp.  23-26) 
regard  this  signifying  power  as  residing  exclusively  in  words,  while  the 
Samkhya  and  the  Vedanta  maintain  that  it  resides  in  objects  also. 
Pancadakl,  viii.  4-15  ;  Nyayabindutika,  pp.  10-11. 

2  Panini’s  reference  to  sphofayana  in  vi.  1.  123  indicates  that  the  theory 
prevailed  in  his  times.  See  S.D.S.,  Paninidarsana. 

3  Deussen  identifies  the  sphota  with  the  notion.  Thibaut  regards  it  as 
a  grammatical  fiction,  and  is  certain  that  it  cannot  be  a  notion,  since  it  is 
distinctly  called  a  vacaka  or  abhidhayaka,  and  is  said  to  be  the  cause  of 
the  conception  of  the  sense  of  the  word  (Thibaut's  E.T.  of  S.B.,  p.  204  n.) 
See  also  S.B.,  i.  3.  28. 

4  Saktam  padam  ( Tarkasamgraha ,  59). 

f  N.V.,  ii.  2.  55, 
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the  Vedanta  mentions  gesture  as  well.1 *  The  convention  that 
such  and  such  a  word  should  mean  such  and  such  an  object 
is  established  by  God  (Isvarasarhketah).3 4 *  Later  Nyaya  admits 
that  men  also  establish  conventions  (icchamatram  saktih),3 
though  the  latter  are  styled  paribhasika,  since  they  vary  with 
different  people. 

What  is  the  import  of  words,  an  individual  (vyakti),  or 
fox’m  (akrti),  or  genus  (jati),  or  all  these  ?4  The  individual  is 
that  which  has  a  definite  form  (murti)  and  is  the  abode  of 
particular  qualities. 5  It  is  manifested  and  perceptible.6 *  The 
form  is  the  peculiar  properties  ;  the  collocation  of  the  dewlap 
is  the  form  of  the  cow.  The  genus  is  the  type  or  class,  the 
general  notion  underlying  the  object  of  a  class.  It  helps  us 
to  attain  a  comprehensive  knowledge  of  things  similar  to  the 
individual  in  question.  7  The  Nyaya  holds  that  a  word  denotes 
all  the  three,  the  individual,  its  form  and  its  genus,  though 
in  different  degrees.8  In  practice  we  refer  to  the  form.  When 
our  interest  is  in  distinction,  the  word  refers  to  the  individual ; 
and,  when  we  try  to  convey  the  general  idea,  we  refer  to  the 
genus.  The  word  suggests  the  form,  denotes  the  individual 
and  connotes  the  genus.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  pure 
indeterminate  attribute.  It  is  determined  in  some  way 
(avacchinna).  Again,  form  by  itself  is  not  enough.  A  clay 
model  of  the  cow  is  not  treated  as  a  cow,  though  it 
has  the  form,  since  it  is  lacking  in  the  generic  qualities. 
Popular  usage  supports  the  theory  that  words  denote 
individuals.  9 

1  Siddhdntamuktavali,  81;  Nyayamanjari,  p.  vi. 

1  N.B.,  ii.  i.  55.  See  also  Nyayamanjari,  p.  243. 

3  Tarkasarhgraha,  59.  Siddhdntamuktavali,  81. 

4  N.S.,  ii.  2.  56.  5  ii.  2.  64.  _  6  ii.  2.  65. 

7  Samanaprasavatmika  jatih  (N.B.,  ii.  2.  66).  Since  we  have  a  definite 
conception  of  cowness  apart  from  the  idea  of  individual  cows,  there  must 
be  an  objective  basis  for  the  former  (N.B.,  ii.  2.  61  and  66).  Uddyotakara 
holds  that  the  class  nature  subsists  in  each  individual  by  way  of  inherence, 
or  samavaya.  The  question  whether  the  genus  subsists  in  its  entirety  or 
in  parts  in  each  individual  is  meaningless,  since  jati  is  not  a  composite  and 

the  distinction  of  whole  and  part  is  inapplicable  to  it.  Jati,  or  the  eternal 
essence,  is  said  to  be  in  a  necessary  relation  of  samavaya  to  the  individuals 
whose  essence  it  is  and  in  indirect  or  temporal  relation  (kalikasambandha) 

to  the  other  individuals. 

8  ii.  2.  63.  Jativisistavyakti. 


9  ii.  2.  57. 
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Words,  according  to  the  Buddhist  thinkers,  do  not  represent 
positive  objects,  but  simply  exclude  others  erroneously  recalled  to 
mind.  The  word  “  cow  "  denotes  the  negation  (apoha)  of  objects 
which  are  not  cows,  such  as  horses,  etc.  From  this  exclusion  we 
infer  that  the  word  “  cow  ”  refers  to  the  object  "  cow.”1  Uddyo- 
takara  criticises  the  apoha  doctrine  on  the  following  grounds.2 3 4 5  We 
cannot  conceive  of  a  negative  denotation  unless  we  have  previously 
conceived  of  a  positive  one.  All  negation  has  a  positive  basis.  Bare 
negation  is  meaningless,  while  every  specific  negation  has  a  positive 
implication.  Though  in  the  case  of  two  contradictory  words  the 
denotation  of  the  one  may  exclude  that  of  the  other,  such  an  exclusion 
is  not  possible  in  the  case  of  a  word  like  “  all.”  3  Every  word  denotes 
something  positive  which  is  not  exhausted  by  its  distinction  from 
something  else. 4 

It  is  objected  that  words  cannot  denote  objects,  since  they  do 
not  co-exist  with  objects,  and  are  present  even  when  the  objects  are 
not  present,  as  in  a  negative  judgment  "  there  is  no  jar  here.”  5 
Vacaspati  meets  this  objection  by  saying  that  a  word  denotes  the 
universal,  including  all  individuals  dispersed  in  time  and  place,  and 
so  refers  to  individuals  present  as  well  as  past.6 7  Nor  can  it  be  said 
that  the  word  is  only  an  abstract  idea,  since  it  cannot  signify  the 
different  features  of  the  different  individuals.  The  word  refers  to  the 
distinctive  features  which  are  objective.  We  use  words  in  experience 
and  they  lead  to  success  in  life.  All  this  would  be  impossible  if  the 
word  referred  simply  to  mental  images  and  not  to  outer  objects. 7 

Sometimes,  it  is  said,  that  we  cannot  conceive  of  the  relation 
between  the  word  and  the  object.  The  word  is  an  attribute,  and  the 
object  denoted  by  it  is  a  substance,  and  between  the  two  there  cannot 
be  the  relation  of  samyoga  (conjunction).  Even  if  the  object  denoted 
be  an  attribute,  this  relation  is  impossible  between  two  attributes.8 


1  See  Nyayamanjari,  pp.  303,  306-8,  and  Parthasarathi  Misra’s  Nyaya- 

ratndkara.  Early  Buddhist  works  do  not  contain  definite  information 
about  this  view,  though  it  appears  in  a  modified  form  in  the  Apohasiddhi 
of  Ratnakirti.  For  him  words  denote  neither  positive  objects  nor  negative 
ones.  The  positive  meaning  is  not  a  consequence  of  the  negation  of  other 
objects  any  more  than  the  negative  meaning  is  the  consequence  of  the 
positive  denotation.  The  essence  of  meaning  consists  in  the  simultaneous 
cognition  of  the  positive  and  the  negative  sides.  All  determinate  objects 
have  a  positive  nature  which  excludes  others.  This  theory  is  certainly 
more  satisfactory,  though  it  is  not  easily  reconcilable  with  the  general 
metaphysics  of  the  Buddhists.  Nor  do  the  Hindu  logicians  accept  it  as 
the  Buddhist  view. 

3  N.V.,  ii.  2.  65.  3  See  Udayana’s  Atmatattvaviveka. 

4  Nyayamanjari,  p.  31 1.  See  also  Nyayakandali,  pp.  3 17-321. 

5  Prameyakamalamartantfa,  p.  124  ;  V.S.,  vii.  2.  17. 

6  N.V.T.T.,  ii.  2.  63. 

7  Prameyakamalamdrtdruja,  p.  136  ;  Vidyananda’s  A§tasahasri,  p.  249. 

*  V.S.,  vii.  2.  14. 
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Words  are  inactive,  and  conjunction  is  based  on  the  movement  of  one 
of  the  members  of  the  relation.  The  word  akaia  and  the  object  akaia 
are  both  inactive,  and  there  can  be  no  conjunction  between  them. 
Nor  do  we  have  between  a  word  and  its  meaning  the  relation  of 
inherence.  Vatsyayana  admits  that  the  relation  between  the  word 
and  its  meaning  is  not  of  a  productive  character  (praptilaksana) . 
The  word  “  fire  ”  does  not  produce  the  object  of  fire.1  That  is  why 
verbal  cognition  is  less  distinct  than  sense-perception.*  But  it  is  none 
the  less  cognition. 

A  sentence  (vakya)  is  a  collection  of  significant  sounds  or 
words.  We  cognise  the  constituent  words  and  then  their 
meanings.  The  cognitions  of  the  words  leave  behind  traces 
(sarhskaras)  which  are  remembered  at  the  end  of  the  sentence, 
and  then  the  different  meanings  are  related  together  in  one 
context.  While  the  ancient  Naiyayikas  contend  that  the 
chief  means  (mukhya  karanam)  of  verbal  cognition  is  the 
recollection  of  objects  due  to  verbal  memory,  the  modern 
Naiyayikas  argue  that  the  verbal  memory  is  the  chief  means. 
The  meaning  of  a  sentence  depends  on  (i)  akanksa,  mutual 
need  or  interdependence,  or  the  inability  of  a  word  to  indicate 
the  intended  sense  in  the  absence  of  another  word,  (2)  yogyata, 
or  compatibility  or  fitness  or  the  capacity  to  accord  with  the 
sense  of  the  sentence  and  not  render  it  futile  and  meaningless, 
(3)  sannidhi,  propinquity,  juxtaposition  or  the  utterance  of 
words  in  quick  succession  without  a  long  pause  between  one 
word  and  another.  These  insist  on  the  syntactical,  logical 
and  phonetical  connections  of  words.  A  collection  of  words 
devoid  of  interdependence,  man,  horse  and  colony,  conveys 
no  sense.  A  sentence  like  “  moisten  with  fire  ”  (agnina 
sincet)  conveys  no  intelligible  meaning.  Similarly,  words 
uttered  at  long  intervals  do  not  convey  any  sense.  A  sen¬ 
tence  is  made  up  of  words  which  are  interdependent,  capable 
of  being  construed  together  and  in  close  juxtaposition. 
Gangesa  adds  a  fourth  condition,  namely,  a  knowledge  of  the 
intention  of  the  speaker.  A  sentence  like  "  saindhavam 
anaya  ”  may  mean  either  "  bring  the  horse  ”  or  “  bring  salt,” 
and  we  can  be  sure  of  its  meaning  only  if  we  know  the  mind 

*  N.B.  and  N.V.T.T.,  ii.  i.  50-51. 

*  Prameyakamalamartanda,  pp  128-130;  Rumania's  S.V.,  v.  n.  6-8 
and  10. 
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of  the  speaker.  Fitness  of  words  to  express  a  definite  meaning 
covers  this  requirement  also.1  While  fitness  demands  formal 
consistency,  tatparyajnana,  or  knowledge  of  the  intention, 
may  be  said  to  imply  material  compatibility.2 3 * 

Propositions  are  divided  into  three  classes :  command 
(vidhi),  prohibition  (nisedha),  explanation  (arthavada).3 
Sabda,  when  used  as  a  source  of  knowledge,  means  aptopadesa, 
or  the  assertion  of  a  reliable  person.  4  The  apta,  or  the  reliable 
person  is  the  specialist  in  a  certain  field,  “  one  who,  having 
had  direct  proof  of  a  certain  matter,  desires  to  communicate 
it  to  others  who  thereby  understand  it.”  They  may  be  of 
any  caste  or  race,  “  rsis,  aryas  or  mlecchas.”5  When  a  young 
man  is  in  doubt  whether  a  particular  river  is  fordable  or  not, 
the  information  of  an  old  experienced  man  of  the  locality, 
that  it  is  fordable,  is  to  be  trusted. 

These  trustworthy  assertions  relate  to  the  visible  world 

(drstartha)  or  the  invisible  (adrstartha) .  That  quinine  cures 

fever  is  of  the  former  kind,  that  we  gain  heaven  by  virtue  is 

of  the  latter.  The  words  of  the  rsis  deal  with  the  latter.6 

•  • 

Their  statements  are  to  be  relied  on,  since  their  assertions 
about  the  verifiable  world  have  been  found  to  be  true.  The 
authors  of  the  Vedas  are  apt  as,  or  reliable  persons,  since  they 
had  an  intuitive  perception  of  the  truths,  love  for  humanity 
and  the  desire  to  communicate  their  knowledge.  7 

Later  Naiyayikas,  like  Udayana  and  Annam  Bliatta  and  the 
Vaisesika  thinkers,  regard  the  supreme  l£vara  as  the  eternal  author 
of  the  Vedas.  Udayana  sets  aside  the  view  that  the  authoritativeness 
of  the  Vedas  is  to  be  inferred  from  their  eternality,  freedom  from 
defects  and  acceptance  by  great  saints.  At  the  beginning  of  new 
world-epochs  there  can  be  no  acceptance  by  saints.  The  Mimamsaka 
argument  of  the  eternality  of  the  Vedas  is  controverted  by  Udayana, 
who  argues  that  there  is  no  continuous  tradition  to  indicate  eternality, 


1  Bhasdpariccheda.  See  also  Veddntaparibhdsa,  iv. 

*  While  the  Mimamsakas  and  the  grammarians  hold  that  the  words  of  a 
sentence  centre  round  the  verb,  without  which  they  convey  no  sense,  the 
Naiyayikas  hold  that  a  proposition  is  but  a  number  of  significant  words 
(padasamuha)  whose  collective  meaning  is  apprehended,  whether  or  not 
there  be  a  verb  in  the  sentence  ( Tarkasariigraha ,  p.  59  ;  Jha  :  Prabhdkara 
School,  p.  63). 

3  N.S.,  ii.  1.  63,  and  Tarkakaumudi,  p.  17. 

S  N.B.,  i.  1.  7.  6  N.B.,  i.  1.  8. 


«  1.  1.  7. 

7  ii.  i.  68. 
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since  such  a  tradition  must  have  been  interrupted  at  the  dissolution 
of  the  world  which  preceded  the  existing  creation.  Vatsyayana, 
however,  accepts  the  continuity  of  tradition,  in  the  sense  that  God 
at  the  beginning  of  every  epoch  recomposes  the  Vedas  and  keeps  up 
the  tradition.1  If  the  Mimaiiisakas  adduce  texts  in  support  of  their 
view,  that  the  Vedas  are  eternal,  and  that  the  rsis  are  not  their  authors 
but  only  their  seers  (mantradrastarah) ,  other  texts  are  quoted  in 
support  of  the  Nyaya  view  of  the  origin  of  the  Vedas.3 4 5  Besides,  the 
Vedas  contain  sentences  which  imply  an  author. 

Objections  against  the  validity  of  the  Vedas,  such  as  those  of 
untruth,  contradiction  and  tautology,  are  rejected  as  untenable. 3 
Their  validity  is  defended  on  the  ground  that  their  contents  form  a 
coherent  whole.  Acceptance  of  the  Vedas  does  not  mean  a  resort  to 
blind  faith  or  revelation. 

Dignaga  contends  that  £abda  is  not  an  independent  source  of 
knowledge.  When  we  speak  of  credible  assertion,  we  mean  either 
th^i  the  person  who  utters  it  is  credible  or  that  the  fact  that  he  utters 
is  credible.  If  it  is  the  former,  w~e  have  a  case  of  inference  ;  if  it  is 
the  latter,  we  have  a  case  of  perception. 4  Though  6abda  is  like 
inference  since  it  conveys  the  knowledge  of  an  object  through  its 
sign,  yet  the  sign  here  is  different  from  what  it  is  in  inference,  indicating 
as  it  does  whether  the  words  come  from  a  reliable  person  or  not. 5 
The  relation  between  the  sign  and  the  thing  signified  is  natural  in 
inference,  while  it  is  conventional  in  verbal  knowledge.6  If  we  argue 
that  verbal  cognition  follows  the  remembrance  of  the  meanings  of 
words  and  therefore  is  inferential,  then  even  doubtful  cognition  and 
knowledge  by  comparison  should  be  regarded  as  inferential.  If  a 
reference  to  the  three  periods  of  time  makes  verbal  cognition  inferential, 
then  other  forms  of  reasoning,  as  tarka,  will  also  be  inferential.  If 
it  is  urged  that  verbal  cognition  depends  on  positive  and  negative 
concomitance,  to  the  effect  that  the  word  “  jar*’  means  the  cognition  of 
the  object,  and  there  is  no  cognition  of  the  object  where  it  is  not  pro¬ 
nounced,  then  even  perception  may  be  regarded  as  a  case  of  inference, 
since  it  is  present  where  the  jar  is  present,  and  where  the  jar  is  absent 
there  is  no  perception  of  the  jar. 7  Knowledge  derived  through  words 
is  thus  different  from  that  gained  through  perception,  inference  and 
comparison.8  _ 

3  N.B.,  and  N.V.T.T.,  ii.  i.  68. 

*  Idam  sarvam  asrjata  rco  yajumsi  samani,  etc. 

3  If  we  perform  a  sacrifice  for  the  sake  of  getting  a  son,  and  do  not  get 
one,  the  fault  may  be  in  the  action  and  not  in  the  Vedic  rule.  Injunctions 
such  as  “  offer  the  oblation  after  sunrise  ”  or  “  before  ”  need  not  be  taken 
as  contradicting  each  other,  since  they  state  alternative  courses  of  conduct. 
There  is  no  useless  tautology  (N.B.,  ii.  i.  58-59). 

4  Dignaga,  however,  accepts  the  sayings  of  Buddha  as  authoritative, 
See  Kumarila’s  Tantravarttika,  pp.  169  ff. 

5  N.B.,  ii.  1.  52. 

7  N.V  ,  ii.  1.  49-51' 


6  N.B.,  ii.  1.  55. 

8  N.B.,  ii.  1.  52  ;  N.V.,  i.  1.  7. 
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XIII 

Other  Forms  of  Knowledge 

To  the  four  sources  of  knowledge  admitted  by  the  Nyaya, 
the  MImamsakas  add  arthapatti,  or  presumption,  and  the 
Bhattas  and  the  Vedantins  abhava,  or  non-existence.  The 
Pauranikas  regard  tradition  and  probability  also  as  valid 
sources  of  knowledge.  The  Naiyayika  believes  that  all  forms 
of  knowledge  are  comprehended  by  the  four  pramanas.1 

Aitihya,  or  tradition,  is  brought  under  sabda.3  If  the 
rumour  or  tradition  is  started  by  a  reliable  person,  then  it  is 
as  valid  as  6abda.  Arthapatti,  or  implication,  is  getting  at  a 
new  fact  or  presuming  something  (apatti)  on  the  basis  of 
another  fact  (arthat).  It  is  assuming  a  thing  not  itself  per¬ 
ceived,  though  implied  by  another  thing  perceived  or  inferred. 
The  fat  Devadatta  does  not  eat  in  the  day.  The  implication 
is  that  he  eats  in  the  night,  since  it  is  impossible  for  one  to 
be  fat  if  one  does  not  eat  at  all.  The  MImamsakas,  who 
regard  it  as  an  independent  means  of  knowledge,  view  it  as 
a  disjunctive  hypothetical  syllogism.  3  According  to  Gangesa, 
it  is  an  example  of  a  negative  inference  which  establishes  the 
absence  of  the  middle  term  through  the  absence  of  the  major. 
According  to  the  Bhasapariccheda ,  arthapatti  is  accomplished 
through  the  recognition  of  a  negative  relationship  between 
the  middle  and  the  major  (vyatirekavyapti).4  Sambhava,  or 
subsumption,  where  we  cognise  a  part  from  a  whole  of  which 
it  is  a  member,  is  a  case  of  deductive  inference.  It  is  strictly 
numerical  inclusion. 

Abhava,  or  negation,  is  sometimes  mentioned  as  an  inde- 

1  N.B.,  ii.  i.  19.  *  ii.  2.  2. 

3  See  also  Bhasapariccheda,  p.  143. 

4  It  may  be  expressed  in  two  different  stages  : — 

He  who  does  not  eat  at  all  is  not  fat. 

This  man  is  fat. 

Therefore  this  man  is  not  one  who  does  not  eat  at  all — i.e.  he  is 
one  who  eats. 

This  is  Cesare.  The  next  step  is  : — 

He  who  eats  must  do  so  either  by  day  or  by  night. 

He  does  not  eat  by  day. 

Therefore  he  eats  by  night. 
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pendent  pramana.  Though  the  Nyaya- Vaisesika  system  admits 
non-existence  as  an  object  of  cognition,  it  does  not  believe 
that  a  special  pramana  is  necessary  for  its  apprehension.  We 
have  already  seen  how  existence  is  an  object  of  perception 
which  is  connected  with  its  adhikarana,  or  locus,  by  the  relation 
called  visesanata  (or  qualified  and  qualification).  The  non¬ 
existent  thing  is  of  the  same  order  of  reality  as  its  locus, 
which  is  perceived  ;  otherwise  the  perception  of  its  absence 
cannot  be  implied  by  the  perception  of  its  locus.  Absolute 
negation  is  inconceivable.  The  negation  which  is  the  object 
of  knowledge  is  relative.1 

By  means  of  inference,  we  can  infer  the  non-existence  of 
things.  Abhava  means  not  mere  negation  but  contrast.  It 
is  contrast  as  between  what  exists  and  what  does  not  exist, 
as  when  the  non-existent  rain  brings  about  the  cognition  of 
the  existence  of  the  connection  of  the  clouds  with  high  winds  ; 
since  it  is  only  when  there  is  some  such  obstruction,  as  the 
connection  of  the  clouds  with  high  winds,  that  there  is  no  fall 
of  the  raindrops,  which  would  otherwise  be  there  by  reason 
of  the  force  of  gravity  in  the  drops.2  Of  two  contradictory 
things,  the  non-existence  of  one  establishes  the  existence  of 
the  other.  The  Nyaya  logic  proceeds  on  the  principle  of 
dichotomous  division.  The  distinction  of  homogeneous  and 
heterogeneous  examples  rests  on  this  assumption.  Two  con¬ 
tradictory  judgments  cannot  both  be  false,  nor  can  they 
both  be  true.  A  is  either  B  or  not  B.  One  or  the  other  of 
two  contradictories  must  be  true  since  no  other  course  is 
possible. 3  If  we  infer  the  non-existence  of  a  thing  from  the 
existence  of  another,  it  is  only  a  case  of  inference.  4  Vatsyayana 
says  :  “At  the  time  the  existent  thing  is  cognised,  the  non¬ 
existent  thing  is  not  cognised,  that  is  to  say  there  is  the  non¬ 
cognition  of  the  non-existent,  only  at  the  time  that  there  is 
the  cognition  of  the  existent.  When  the  lamp  illumines  and 
renders  visible  something  that  is  visible,  that  which  is  not 
seen  in  the  same  manner  as  that  visible  thing  is  regarded  as 
non-existent,  the  mental  process  being  as  follows  :  ‘  If  the 

x  For  a  different  view,  see  £dstradipika,  pp.  234  ff . ;  Vedantaparibhasa,  vi. 

1  N.B.,  ii.  2.  1. 

3  Parasparavirodhe  hi  na  prakarantarasthitih  ( Kusumdnjali ,  iii.  8). 

4  N.B.,  ii.  2.  2. 
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thing  existed,  it  would  be  seen  :  since  it  is  not  seen,  it  must 
be  concluded  that  it  does  not  exist/  ”  1  Prasastapada  supports 
this  view.  “  As  the  appearance  of  the  effect  is  indicative  of 
the  existence  of  the  cause,  so  is  the  non-appearance  of  the 
effect  indicative  of  the  non-existence  of  the  cause/’  2 3 4 5  Even 
by  means  of  sabda,  we  can  have  cognition  of  non-existence. 3 


XIV 

Tarka  and  Vada 

In  tarka,  or  indirect  proof,  we  start  with  a  wrong  assumption 
and  show  how  it  leads  to  absurdities.  If  the  soul  were  not 
eternal,  it  would  not  be  able  to  experience  the  fruits  of  its 
actions,  undergo  rebirth  or  attain  release.  It  is  therefore 
eternal.  The  admission  of  a  false  minor  necessitates  the 
admission  of  a  false  major. 4  Tarka  is  a  type  of  inference 
distinct  from  other  types,  since  it  is  not  based  on  any  per¬ 
ception.  It  leads  indirectly  to  right  knowledge.  5  Vatsyayana 
thinks  that  it  does  not  give  us  determinate  knowledge,  though 
it  tells  us  that  the  opposite  of  a  suggested  premise  is  impossible.6 
Uddyotakara  argues  that  the  reasoning  about  the  soul  does 
not  enable  us  to  say  that  the  soul  is  beginningless,  but  only 
that  it  should  be  so. 7  Tarka  is  not  by  itself  a  source  of  valid 
knowledge,  though  it  is  valuable  as  suggesting  hypotheses. 

The  older  Nyaya  admits  eleven  kinds  of  tarka,  which  the  modern 
reduces  to  five,  of  which  the  chief  is  what  we  have  described,  the 
reductio  ad  absurdum,  called  pramanabadhitarthaprasanga.  The  other 
four  are  atmairaya,  or  ignoratio  elenchi ;  anyonyasraya,  or  mutual 
dependence ;  cakrika,  or  circular  reasoning  ;  and  anavastha,  or  infinite 
regress.  Even  the  reductio  ad  absurdum  is  regarded  as  a  case  of 
fallacious  reasoning,  since  it  derives  a  conclusion  which  is  absurd. 
But  when  we  transcend  the  error,  we  arrive  at  definitive  cognition 
(nirnaya).8 

1  N.B.,  Introduction. 

2  P.P.,  p.  225.  See  also  V.S.,  ix.  2.  5;  Nyayakandali,  pp.  225-226;  and 
Kusumanjali,  iii.  20,  22  and  26. 

3  Jayanta  mentions  eleven  kinds  of  anupalabdhi.  See  Ny ay d  man jar i, 

PP-  56-57. 

4  S.D.S.,  xi. 

5  Pramanugrahakas  tarkah  (S.S.S.S.,  vi.  25).  Tarkabhasa. 

*  N.B.,  i.  1.  40.  7  N.V.,  i.  1.  40.  8  4I 


THE  LOGICAL  REALISM  OF  THE  NYAYA  115 


Vada,  or  discussion,  proceeds  by  means  of  the  free  use  of 
syllogisms  and  aims  at  the  ascertainment  of  truth.  But  it 
often  degenerates  into  mere  wrangling  (jalpa),  which  aims  at 
effect  or  victory  and  cavil  (vitanda),  which  delights  in  criticism 
for  its  own  sake.1  Such  a  futile  discussion  can  be  put  an  end 
to  by  convicting  the  opponent  of  his  error  and  forcing  him  to 
accept  defeat.3 


XV 

Memory 

All  knowledge  is  divided  into  presentative  cognitions 
(anubhava),  which  are  not  reproductions  of  former  states  of 
consciousness,  and  representative  cognition  (smrti),  which  re¬ 
call  previous  experiences  into  consciousness.  3  If  we  exclude 
memory  knowledge,  the  entire  past  will  drop  out  of  the  field 
of  certitude.  Memory  knowledge  is  based  on  residual  traces 
(samskarajanya).  Memory  is  defined  as  “  due  to  a  peculiar 
contact  of  the  soul  with  the  manas  and  the  trace  left  by  the 
previous  experience/ '  4  It  is  sometimes  said  to  be  caused 
solely  by  the  impression  (samskaramatrajanya),  and  thus  dis¬ 
tinguished  from  recognition  (pratyabhijna).  While  the  im¬ 
pression  is  the  immediate  cause  of  the  recollection,  the  per¬ 
ception  of  the  identity  of  the  present  object  with  something 
else  is  the  cause  of  recognition.  The  Nyaya  does  not  admit 

1  i.  2.  1-3. 

*  The  points  of  defeat  (nigrahasthana)  are  of  twenty-two  different  kinds : 

(1)  pratijnahani,  or  surrendering  the  proposition  to  be  established; 

(2)  pratijnantara,  or  shifting  the  argument  by  importing  new  considera¬ 
tions  ;  (3)  pratijnavirodha,  or  self-contradiction ;  (4)  pratijnasamnyasa, 

or  disclaiming  the  proposition  ;  (5)  hetvantara,  or  shifting  the  reason ; 

(6)  arthantara,  or  shifting  the  topic  ;  (7)  nirarthaka,  or  senseless  talking ; 
(8)  avijnatartha,  or  using  unintelligible  jargon  ;  (9)  aparthaka,  or  incoherent 
talk;  (10)  apraptakala,  or  overlooking  the  order  of  argumentation; 
(11)  nyuna,  or  dropping  essential  steps  of  the  argument;  (12)  adk  ka,  or 
elaborating  the  obvious  ;  (13)  punarukta,  or  repeating  oneself  ;  (14)  ananu- 
bhasana,  or  keeping  quiet;  (15)  ajhana,  or  not  understanding  the  proposi¬ 
tion;  (16)  apratibha,  or  wanting  in  resourceful  replies',  (17)  viksepa,  or 
evading  the  discussion  by  feigning  illness,  etc.  ;  (18)  matanujha,  or  admitting 
the  defeat  by  pointing  out  that  it  is  also  present  in  the  opponent’s  view  ; 
(19)  paryanuyogyopeksana,  or  overlooking  the  censurable  ;  (20)  niranuyo- 
gyanuyoga,  or  censuring  the  non-censurable  ;  (21)  apasiddhanta,  or  deviating 
from  an  accepted  tenet ;  and  (22)  hetvabhasa,  or  semblance  of  a  reason. 

3  Tarkasamgraha,  34.  4  V.S.,  ix.  2.  6. 
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memory  as  a  separate  source  of  knowledge,  since  we  have  in 
it  not  any  cognitive  knowledge  of  objects,  but  only  a  repro¬ 
duction  of  a  past  experience  in  the  same  form  and  order  in 
which  it  once  existed  in  the  past  and  has  now  ceased  to  exist.1 
The  validity  of  remembered  knowledge  depends  on  that  of 
the  previous  experience  which  is  reproduced.  Some  logicians 
include  remembered  knowledge  under  valid  cognition  when 
the  latter  is  defined  as  knowledge  which  is  not  contradicted.2 
Recollections  are  not  simultaneous,  since  attention  (pranidhana), 
perception  of  the  sign  and  the  rest  (lingadijnana)  are  not 
present  at  one  and  the  same  time.  3 


XVI 

Doubt 

The  state  of  doubt  is  said  to  arise  from  :  (i)  the  recognition 
of  properties  common  to  many  objects,  as  when  we  see  a  tall 
object  in  the  twilight  and  are  not  sure  whether  it  is  a  man  or 
a  post,  since  tallness  is  found  in  both  ;  (2)  the  recognition  of 
properties  not  common  to  any  of  the  objects,  as  when  we 
find  it  difficult  to  decide  whether  sound  is  eternal  or  not,  since 
it  is  not  found  in  man  or  beast,  which  are  non-eternal,  or  in 
atoms,  which  are  eternal  ;  (3)  conflicting  testimony,  as  when 
two  competent  authorities  differ  about  the  nature  of  the  soul ; 

(4)  irregularity  of  perception,  as  when  we  see  water  and  are 
not  sure  whether  it  is  real,  as  in  a  tank,  or  unreal,  as  in  a 

1  N.S.  Vrtti,  i.  1.  3.  *  T arkakaumudl ,  p.  7. 

3  N.S.,  iii.  2.  33;  N.B.,  iii.  2.  25-30;  N.V.,  iii.  2.  25-26.  Among  the 
causes  of  recollection  are  mentioned:  (1)  pranidhana,  or  attention; 
(2)  nibandha,  or  association;  (3)  abhyasa,  or  repetition;  (4)  linga,  or  sign; 

(5)  laksana,  or  descriptive  sign;  (6)  sadrsya,  or  similarity;  (7)  parigraha, 

or  ownership;  (8)  asrayas^tasambandha,  or  the  relation  of  correlatives; 
(9)  anantarya,  or  immediate  sequence  ;  (10)  viyoga,  or  separation  ; 

(11)  ekakarya,  or  identity  of  function  ;  (12)  virodha,  or  enmity  ;  (13)  atisaya, 
or  superiority  ;  (14)  prapti,  or  acquisition  ;  (15)  vyavadhana,  or  interven¬ 
tion  ;  (16)  sukhaduhkha,  or  pleasure-pain  ;  (17)  icchadvesa,  or  desire  and 

aversion  ;  (18)  bhaya,  or  fear  ;  (19)  arthitva,  or  need  ;  (20)  kriya,  or  action  ; 
(21)  raga,  or  affection;  (22)  dharma,  or  merit;  (23)  adharma,  or  demerit. 
These,  according  to  Vatsyayana,  are  only  suggestive  and  by  no  means 
exhaustive.  Nidarsanam  cedam  smrtihetunam  na  parisamkhyanam  iti 
(N.B.,iii.  2.  41).  All  the  causes  of  the  association  and  recall  «f  ideas  can  be 
brought  under  these  heads. 
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mirage,  since  it  is  perceived  in  both  ;  (5)  irregularity  of  non¬ 
perception,  which  is  the  converse  of  the  preceding.1  According 
to  Uddyotakara,  the  two  last  do  not  by  themselves  cause 
doubt,  unless  there  is  the  perception  of  common  inconclusive 
features.  Since  the  element  perceived  is  associated  with  more 
than  one  object,  it  revives  simultaneously  two  chains  of  ideas, 
between  which  the  mind  oscillates  and  the  state  of  doubt 
arises.2 3 4 5  Neither  idea  is  integrated  with  the  percept,  though 
both  are  alternately  suggested.3  The  state  of  doubt  is  un¬ 
pleasantly  toned  and  it  arrests  all  activity.  4 

If  one  of  the  alternatives  is  suppressed,  and  the  mind  is 
inclined  towards  another,  we  have  a  case  of  uha,  or  conjecture, 
where  we  tentatively  accept  an  alternative.  5  The  suppression 
of  one  alternative  is  due  to  the  strength  of  the  other.  If  in 
a  rice  field  we  see  a  tall  object,  we  conjecture  that  it  is  a  tall 
man  and  not  a  tall  post,  since  posts  are  not  often  met  with 
in  rice  fields.  While  in  the  state  of  doubt,  the  two  alternatives 
are  equally  probable  ;  in  that  of  uha,  one  becomes  more 
probable  than  the  other. 

Another  kind  of  doubtful  state  is  mentioned,  called 
anadhyavasaya,  due  to  lapse  of  memory.  We  perceive  a  tree, 
but  forget  its  name,  and  so  ask  “  what  may  its  name  be  ?  ”  6 
According  to  Sivaditya,  we  have  here  also  two  alternative 
suggestions,  though  they  are  not  present  to  consciousness. 
If  we  become  conscious  of  them,  we  have  a  state  of  doubt. 
Prasastapada,  Sridhara  and  Udayana  give  a  different  account. 
It  is  said  to  be  an  indefinite  perception  of  an  object,  either 
familiar  or  unfamiliar,  due  to  absent-mindedness  or  desire 
for  further  knowledge.  When  a  familiar  object  passes  by 

1  Tarkasariigraha,  64.  V.S.,  ii.  2.  17. 

3  Dolayamana  pratitili  samsayah  (Gunaratna’s  Saddavhanasamuccaya - 
vrtti) . 

3  Laugaksi  Bhaskara  defines  the  state  of  doubt  as  knowledge  consisting 
in  an  alternation  between  various  contradictory  attributes.  Tarkakaumudi: 
Ekasmin  dharmini  viruddhananakotikarh  jnamam,  p.  7.  Cp.  also  Tarka- 
sariigraha,  64;  Bhasapariccheda,  1 29-1 30. 

4  Prasastapada  distinguishes  two  kinds  of  doubt,  internal  and  external 
(P.P.,  p.  174). 

5  Saptapadarthi,  68. 

6  See  Saptapadarthi,  p.  69.  Cp.  Mitabhasinl,  Vizianagram  skt  series,  p.  26: 
kim  samjnako  ’yam  ity  atrapi,  cutah  panaso  vety,  vikalpasphuranad  anadhya- 
vasayopi,  samsaya  eva. 
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and  we  fail  to  notice  it  owing  to  absent-mindedness  or  inatten¬ 
tion,  we  have  a  case  of  anadhyavasaya,  where  we  know  that 
something  passed,  though  we  do  not  know  what  it  is  that 
passed.  When  the  object  is  unfamiliar  and  we  do  not  know 
its  name,  we  have  a  state  of  imperfect  knowledge,  which  is 
distinct  from  the  state  of  ordinary  doubt.1 

Doubt  is  the  impetus  to  investigation,  for  it  creates  a 
desire  for  what  is  not  cognised.  It  precedes  inference,  though 
not  perception  or  verbal  knowledge.  Doubt  ends  when  our 
knowledge  becomes  precise.  Doubt  is  not  to  be  confused 
with  error  So  long  as  we  know  that  we  do  not  know  the 
nature  of  the  object  for  certain,  we  have  true  knowledge  or 
pratyaya.  Doubt  is  incomplete  knowledge,  while  error  is 
false  knowledge. 


XVII 

Fallacies 

The  logic  of  the  Nyaya  elaborates  the  principles  by  which 
we  acquire  knowledge.  It  adopts  the  standpoint  of  natural 
science,  and  its  laws  are  not  precepts  of  conduct,  but  general 
statements  based  on  the  observation  of  the  means  by  which 
man  satisfies  his  intellectual  needs  Normally,  knowledge  is 
valid  ;  error  is  adventitious  and  arises  when  the  conditions 
under  which  right  cognition  is  produced  fail.  Fallacies  occur 
when  the  normal  working  of  the  cognitive  powers  is  interfered 
with.  The  Nyaya  deals  at  great  length  with  fallacies  ;  and 
it  is  not  surprising,  if  we  remember  that  liability  of  thought 
to  error  calls  logic  into  existence. 

A  good  deal  of  attention  is  paid  to  jugglery  with  words,  since  logic 
aims  at  protecting  us  from  the  arts  of  the  sophist.  Three  kinds  of 
verbal  quibbling  (chala)  are  distinguished  :  (i)  Vakchala.  An  ambigu¬ 
ous  term  is  used  and  the  person  spoken  to  takes  it  in  a  sense  different 
from  that  intended  by  the  speaker.  When  one  says,  "  This  boy  is  a 
navakambala,”  possessed  of  a  new  blanket  (or  nine  blankets),  the 
quibbler  replies,  "  No,  he  has  not  nine  blankets,  but  only  one.” 
(2)  Samanyachala.  A  statement  made  with  reference  to  a  particular 
is  extended  to  the  whole  class.  When  one  says,  ”  this  Brahmin  has 
learning  and  conduct,”  the  quibbler  objects  that  not  all  Brahmins 
possess  learning  and  conduct.  (3)  Upacarachala.  Here  a  figurative 


1  P.P.,  pp.  182-183. 
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expression  is  taken  literally.  When  one  says,  “  the  scaffolds  cry  out,” 
rhe  quibbler  objects  that  inanimate  objects  like  scaffolds  cannot  be 
expected  to  cry  out. 

Fallacies  such  as  jati  and  nigrahasthana  relate  to  dialectic  more 
than  to  logic.  Logical  fallacies  occur  in  connection  with  the  different 
members  of  the  syllogistic  argument.  The  fallacies  of  the  minor  term, 
paksabhasas,  of  the  example,  drstantabhasas,  are  not  so  important  as 
the  hetvabhasas,  or  fallacies  of  the  middle  term.  Gautama  1 *  mentions 
five  kinds  of  these  :  (i)  Savyabhicara,  or  the  inconclusive,  leading  to 
more  conclusions  than  one.  From  the  ground  of  intangibility  we  may 
conclude  either  the  eternality  or  the  non-eternality  of  sound,  since 
both  eternal  atoms  and  non-eternal  cognitions  are  intangible.  The 
middle  term  is  not  pervaded  by  the  major.  As  the  middle  term  is  not 
uniformly  concomitant  with  any  one  alternative,  it  is  called  anaikantika 
in  later  logic.  Three  subdivisions  of  these  are  admitted,  namely, 

(a)  sadharana,  or  the  common,  where  the  middle  term  is  too  wide  ; 

(b)  asadharana,  or  the  uncommon,  where  the  middle  term  is  too 

narrow  ;  (c)  anupasamharin,  or  the  indefinite,  where  the  middle  term 
cannot  be  verified.3 4 *  (2)  Viruddha,  or  the  contradictory,  is  the  reason 
which  contradicts  the  proposition  to  be  established. 3  (3)  Prakara- 

nasama,  or  the  equivalent  to  the  proposition,  leads  to  no  conclusion, 
since  it  raises  the  question  which  it  is  intended  to  answer.  It  puts 
forward  one  of  two  contrary  characters,  both  of  which  are  equally 
unperceived. 4  Later  logic  brings  it  under  satpratipaksa.  It  is  also 
taken  as  a  reason  which  is  available  for  both  sides  when  it  becomes 
identical  with  savyabhicara. 5  (4)  Sadhyasama  gives  a  reason  which 

is  not  different  from  what  is  to  be  proved  and  itself  requires  proof. 
It  is  a  case  of  the  unproved  or  the  asiddha,  of  which  different  kinds 
are  admitted  :  (a)  svarupasiddhi,  where  the  nature  of  the  middle  is 
absolutely  unknown,  as  when  we  say  sound  is  eternal  because  it  is 
visible,  where  the  visibility  of  sound  is  something  absolutely  unknown ; 
(6)  asrayasiddhi,  where  the  middle  has  no  basis,  as  in  the  example, 
“  there  is  no  God  since  he  has  no  body,”  where  bodylessness  has  no 
substratum  if  there  were  no  God ;  (c)  anyathasiddhi,  or  that  which  is 
otherwise  known.6  (5)  Kalatita,  or  the  mistimed,  is  the  reason 
adduced  when  the  time  is  past.  The  argument  that  "sound  is  durable 


1  i.  2.  4.  See  also  V.S.,  iii.  r.  15.  Prasastapada  mentions  asiddha,  or 

unproved;  viruddha,  or  opposed;  samdigdha, or  doubtful;  and  anadhyavasita, 
or  unascertained  (P.P.,  pp.  239-240).  Dignaga  mentions  fourteen  kinds, 
and  Bhasarvajna  six.  See  also  Tarkasamgraha,  52. 

3  Tarkasamgraha,  53.  See  also  Visvanatha’s  N.S.  Vrtti,  i.  2.  46. 

3  N.V.,  i.  2.  6.  Vatsyayana  (i.  2.  6)  gives  an  example  from  the  Yoga- 
bhasya  (iii.  13)  to  the  effect  that  the  two  statements  that  (1)  the  world 
ceases  from  manifestation  because  it  is  not  eternal,  and  (2)  it  continues  to 
exist  because  it  cannot  be  destroyed.  See  also  Tarkasamgraha,  54. 

4  N.B.  and  N.V.,  i.  2.  7.  s  Tarkasamgraha,  55. 

6  Vacaspati  adds  ekadesasiddhi,  and  Udayana  adds  vyapyatvasiddhi. 

where  the  concomitance  is  not  known  to  be  invariable. 
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because  it  is  manifested  by  union  as  a  colour/'  is  an  example  of  this 
fallacy.  The  colour  of  the  jar  is  manifested  when  the  latter  comes 
into  union  with  a  lamp,  though  it  existed  before  the  union  took  place, 
and  will  continue  to  exist  after  the  union  has  ceased.  To  argue  on 
the  analogy  of  colour  that  sound  existed  before  the  union  of  the  drum 
and  the  stick,  and  will  continue  to  exist  after  the  union  has  ceased,  is 
fallacious.  The  reason  adduced  is  said  to  be  mistimed,  since  sound  is 
produced  immediately  after  the  union  of  the  drum  and  the  stick, 
while  colour  is  manifested  simultaneously  with  the  union  of  the  jar 
and  the  lamp.  This  fallacy  is  also  called  badhita,  where  the  middle 
term  asserts  something  the  opposite  of  which  is  ascertained  to  be  true 
by  other  evidence.  In  later  logic  the  list  of  fallacies  is  considerably 
developed. 


XVIII 

Truth 

The  fact  from  which  a  theory  of  knowledge  starts,  is  not 
that  we  have  knowledge,  but  that  we  claim  to  have  it.  The 
task  of  the  epistemologist  is  to  investigate  how  far  the  claim 
can  be  sustained.  In  the  theory  of  prama,  or  truth,  the 
Naiyayika  sets  out  to  inquire  how  far  the  claim  which  we 
implicitly  grant  is  justified.  He  tries  to  show  that  the  content 
of  knowledge  we  acquire  by  means  of  the  four  pramanas  has 
validity  or  normative  necessity. 

The  Nyaya  theory  of  knowledge  comes  into  conflict  with 
the  scepticism  of  the  Madhyamika  doctrine,  which  holds  that 
we  do  not  know  the  essence  of  things,  and  our  thought  is  so 
contradictory  that  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  real.  Against 
this,  Vatsyayana  urges  that  if  the  Madhyamika  is  certain  that 
nothing  exists,  he  allows  the  possibility  of  certainty  to  that 
extent  at  least  and  thus  contradicts  himself.  If,  however, 
there  is  no  proof  for  the  contention  that  nothing  exists,  if  it 
is  but  an  unwarranted  assumption,  then  its  opposite  may  be 
assumed.  Again,  he  who  denies  the  validity  of  the  pramanas 
does  so  on  the  basis  of  some  pramana  or  on  no  basis.  If  the 
latter,  the  argument  is  useless  ;  if  the  former,  the  validity  of 
the  pramana  is  accepted.  Radical  scepticism  is  unworkable. 
Everyone  admits  the  principles  of  knowledge  the  moment 
he  begins  to  think.  Again,  he  who  admits  the  functioning 
of  thought  must  admit  also  the  world  of  reality,  for  thought 
and  reality  are  interdependent.  Vatsyayana  says  :  “If  an 
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analysis  of  things  by  thought  is  possible,  then  it  is  not  true 
that  the  real  nature  of  things  is  not  apprehended  ;  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  real  nature  of  things  is  not  apprehended,  then 
there  can  be  no  analysis  of  things  by  thought.  So  that  to 
allege  that  ‘  there  is  analysis  of  things  by  thought  and  the 
real  nature  of  things  is  not  apprehended  ’  involves  a  contra¬ 
diction  in  terms/ ’  1  Uddyotakara  paraphrases  it  thus  :  “  If 
there  can  be  analysis  of  things  by  thought,  then  things  cannot 
be  non-existent ;  and  if  things  are  non-existent,  then  there 
can  be  no  analysis  of  things  by  thought.” 2 * 4  The  Nyaya 
believes  that  knowledge  is  significant  of  reality  (arthavat).3 

Vatsyayana  attacks  the  Vijnanavada  view,  that  the  objects 
of  experience  are  mere  strings  of  presentations.  Things  seen 
in  dreams  are  refuted  as  unreal,  since  they  are  not  experienced 
in  waking  consciousness.  If  there  were  not  a  sensible  world 
of  experience,  dream  states  could  not  exist.  The  diversity 
of  dreams  can  be  traced  to  the  diversity  of  their  causes.  4  If 
there  were  not  an  existent  reality,  the  difference  between 
truth  and  error  would  be  negligible,  and  there  would  be  no 
explanation  for  the  obvious  facts  that  we  cannot  control  our 
perceptions  and  have  them  at  our  pleasure.  5  Nor  is  the 
Naiyayika  satisfied  with  the  view  that  postulates  objects, 
though  of  a  momentary  character.  If  the  objects  are  the 
causes  of  our  cognition,  they  must  precede  the  effect.  But, 
on  the  view  of  momentariness,  the  object  which  has  produced 
the  cognition  has  ceased  to  be  in  the  next  moment  when  it  is 

1  N.B  ,  iv.  2.  27.  *  N.V.,  iv.  2.  27. 

3  The  impossibility  of  certain  knowledge  is  based  by  the  Madhyamikas 
on  the  ground,  among  others,  that  perception  can  be  neither  prior  to  nor 
posterior  to  nor  simultaneous  with  the  objects  of  sense.  If  it  is  prior,  then 
it  cannot  be  the  result  of  the  contact  of  sense  with  its  object ;  if  it  is 
posterior,  then  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  object  of  sense  is  established  by 
perception.  If  perception  were  simultaneous  with  its  object,  then  there 
need  not  be  any  order  of  succession  in  our  cognitions,  since  there  is  no  such 
order  in  their  corresponding  objects.  Colour  and  smell  can  be  perceived 
at  the  same  time,  which  the  Nyaya  does  not  admit.  What  is  true  of  per¬ 
ception  applies  to  the  other  pramanas  and  their  relation  to  prameya,  or 
objects  of  knowledge  as  well.  So  these  means  of  knowledge  are  both  invalid 
and  impossible.  This  objection  against  perceptual  knowledge  is  set  aside 
on  the  ground  that  the  means  of  knowledge  may  precede  its  object  as  a 
drum  precedes  its  sound,  succeed  as  an  illumination  succeeds  the  sun,  or  are 

simultaneous  with  it  as  smoke  synchronises  with  fire  (N.B.,  ii.  1.  8-19). 

4  N.B.,  iv.  2.  33-34  and  37.  5  N.B.,  iv.  2.  26-37. 
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perceived  ;  and  this  cannot  be  allowed,  since  perception  is 
only  of  what  is  immediately  present.  To  argue  that  the 
disappearance  of  the  object  synchronises  with  the  emergence 
of  perception,  is  of  no  avail,  since  we  perceive  the  object  as 
present  and  not  as  past.  Even  inference  would  be  impossible  ’ 
Again,  cause  and  effect,  being  related  to  each  other  as  con¬ 
tainer  and  contained,  must  exist  at  the  same  time.  The 
fundamental  character  of  that  which  really  is,  as  distinct 
from  that  which  is  only  imagined  to  be,  is  found  in  its  inde¬ 
pendence  of  all  relation  to  the  experience  of  a  subject.  What 
exists  at  all,  exists  equally  whether  it  is  experienced  or  not. 
Experience  is  a  relation  of  one-sided  dependence.  For  it  to 
exist,  things  are  necessary  ;  but  for  things  to  exist,  no  experi¬ 
ence  is  necessary.  Thus  the  Naiyayika  concludes  that  our 
ideas  submit  to  an  objective  standard  of  facts  relatively 
independent  of  the  subject’s  will  and  purpose.3  The  exist¬ 
ence  of  things  does  not  depend  on  pramanas,  though  their 
existence  as  objects  of  cognition  depends  entirely  on  the 
operation  of  the  pramanas. 

Pramanas  are  so  called  because  they  give  us  prama.  3 
Udayana  in  his  Tatparyaparisuddhi  says  :  “  Cognition  of  the 
real  nature  of  things  is  prama,  and  the  means  of  such  know¬ 
ledge  is  pramana.”  4  What  is  the  real  nature  (tattvam)  of 
things  ?  “  It  is  nothing  else  but  being  or  existence  in  the 

case  of  that  which  is  and  non-being  or  non-existence  in  the 
case  of  that  which  is  not. 5  That  is  to  say,  when  something 
that  is,  is  apprehended  as  being  or  existent,  so  that  it  is 
apprehended  as  what  it  really  is  (yathabhutam)  and  not  as 
something  of  a  contrary  nature  (aviparltam),  then,  that 
which  is  thus  apprehended  constitutes  the  true  nature  of  the 
thing  :  and  analogously  when  a  nonentity  is  apprehended  as 
such,  i.e.  as  what  is  not,  as  something  of  a  contrary  nature 

1  See  N.V.,  i.  i.  37 ;  iii.  2.  14.  Uddyotakara  observes :  “  In  the 

syllogism,  ‘  sound  is  non-eternal,  because  it  is  a  product  like  a  pot/  pot, 
the  instance,  must  contain  non-etemality  and  productibility,  and  the  former 
is  posterior  non-existence,  the  latter  prior  non-existence.  How  can  the 
two  coexist  in  a  pot,  if  it  is  but  momentary  ?  ” 

*  N.B.  ;  Visvanatha  :  N.S.  Vrtti,  iv.  2.  26  ff. 

9  Pra,  valid  ;  ma,  knowledge  (iv.  2.  29). 

•  Yatharthanubhavah  prama,  tatsadhanarh  ca  pramanam. 

s  Satas  ca  sadbhavo  ’satas  casadbhavalj.  N.B.,  i.  1.  1. 
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— then,  that  which  is  thus  apprehended  constitues  the  true 
nature  of  the  thing.”  1  Aprama,  bhrama,  or  mithyajnana,  is 
the  knowledge  of  a  thing  as  it  is  not.  It  is  that  in  which  the 
thing  is  apprehended  as  what  it  is  not,2  as  when  we  mistake 
the  shell  for  silver.  It  is  not  mere  absence  of  knowledge  but 
positive  error.  3 

Interrogation,  doubt  and  the  like  have  a  place  in  the 
mental  history  of  the  individual,  though  the  question  of 
truth  and  falsity  does  not  arise  with  regard  to  them.  Judg¬ 
ment  or  assertion  of  a  content,  regardless  of  the  person 
asserting,  is  the  object  of  logical  evaluation.  All  knowledge 
is  of  the  form  of  judgment  where  we  have  in  the  subject  the 
visesya,  or  the  qualified  and  in  the  predicate,  the  visesana, 
or  the  qualification.  In  the  Nyaya  the  judgment  is  analysed, 
not  so  much  into  subject  and  predicate  as  into  substantive 
and  adjective,  the  substantive  being  that  which  is  charac¬ 
terised  and  the  adjective  that  which  characterises. 4  All 
knowledge  consists  in  comprehending  the  nature  and  qualities 
of  objects.  The  subject  tells  us  that  a  certain  thing  exists 
and  the  predicate  determines  further  the  nature  of  the  given 
by  specifying  its  properties.  Where  the  determinations  agree 
with  the  nature  of  the  object,  we  have  truth,  or  yathartha.5 
Every  subject  has  some  character  in  reality,  and  thought 
distinguishes  the  substantive  and  the  adjective,  and  asserts 
that  the  two  are  found  united  in  the  world  of  reality. 

*  N.B.  and  N.V.,  i.  i.  i.  *  N.B.,  i.  i.  4. 

3  N.B.,  iv.  2  1  ;  iv.  2.  35. 

4  Cp.  “  We  find  that  in  every  proposition  we  are  determining  in  thought 
the  character  of  an  object  presented  to  thought  to  be  thus  determined. 
In  the  most  fundamental  sense,  then,  we  may  speak  of  a  determinandum  and 
a  determinans  ;  the  determinandum  is  defined  as  what  is  presented  to  be 
determined  or  characterised  by  thought  or  cognition  ;  the  determinans  as 
what  does  characterise  or  determine  in  thought  that  which  is  given  to  be 
determined  ”  (W.  E.  Johnson  :  Logic,  i.  p.  9). 

5  Tadvati  tatprakarako’nubhavo  yatharthah,  tadabhavavati  tat- 

prakarako’nubhavo,  'yatharthah  ( Tarkasamgraha ,  35).  Prakara  is  the 

name  of  the  predicate,  while  the  quality  of  the  real  denoted  by  the  predicate 
is  called  visesana.  Prakara  refers  to  the  cognition  and  visesana  to  the 
object.  &.nnam  Bhatta  raises  the  difficulty  whether  in  the  judgment, 
"jamess  >  in  the  jar,”  jarness  can  be  regarded  as  substantive  and  “  jar” 
as  an  adjective,  and  answers  it  by  saying  that  the  predicate  need  not  always 
be  an  attribute  but  should  only  be  related  to  the  subject.  Tadvati  means 
tatsambandhavati.  See  also  N.V.,  iii.  2.  42. 
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Pramanas  are  said  to  give  us  a  knowledge  of  objects  as  they 
really  are.1 

The  relation  between  the  object,  jar,  and  our  knowledge 
of  the  object,  is  not  one  of  inherence  (samavaya)  ;  for  the 
knowledge  pertaining  to  the  object  “  jar  ”  (ghatavisayaka- 
jnana)  is  a  quality  (guna)  of  the  self  and  not  of  the  jar.  Nor 
is  it  one  of  conjunction  (samyoga),  for  this  relation  holds  only 
between  substances,  while  knowledge  is  a  quality.  Yet  there 
must  be  some  relation  between  the  object  and  the  knowledge 
of  the  object,  in  order  that  the  particular  judgment  and  not 
any  other  should  result.  Hence  the  only  possible  determining 
cause  (niyamaka)  of  our  judgment  is  the  nature  of  the  jar 
itself  (ghatasvarupa).  This  relation  is  called  svarupasarh- 
bandha,  which  is  defined  in  Bhimacarya's  Nyayakosa  as  “  the 
relation  which  must  be  held  to  exist  in  a  case  where  deter¬ 
minate  knowledge  or  judgment  (visistajnana)  could  not  have 
been  effected  by  any  other  relation  (samavaya  or  samyoga)/ '  a 
It  is  a  relation  sui  generis  between  the  object  and  the  cognition. 3 
The  effect  of  knowledge,  as  distinct  from  the  act  or  the  process 
of  knowledge,  is  neither  the  physical  object  in  itself  nor  a 
merely  mental  state,  it  is  the  essence,  or  svarupa,  or  character, 
the  what  of  the  object  known. 4  If  the  object  of  knowledge 
in  outer  perception  is  the  physical  existent  itself,  then  there 
can  be  no  possibility  of  error.  Everyone's  account  of  the 
object  must  be  true.  It  is  at  variance  with  the  facts  to  hold 
that  when  we  think  of  the  North  Pole,  it  actually  gets  into 

1  Pramanasya  sakalapadarthavyavasthapakatvam  (Visvanatha’s  N.S. 
Vrtti,  i.  i.  i). 

3  Sambandhantarena  visistapratitijananayogyatvam.  The  obvious  ob¬ 
jection  to  making  the  jar  itself  a  sambandha,  namely,  that  the  distinction 
between  the  relation  and  the  related  thing  is  obliterated,  is  met  by  the  fact 
that  the  jar  as  the  jar  is  not  the  sambandha,  but  only  the  jar  as  the  object 
of  knowledge. 

3  Avacchedakatva  is  a  case  of  svarupasambandha.  In  some  cases  it  is 
the  essential  constitutive  attribute  of  the  individual  which  is  non-existent. 
In  the  case  of  ghatabhava  or  absence  of  the  jar,  jarness  is  avacchedaka. 
Where  there  are  both  simple  and  complex  attributes,  the  simpler  attribute  is 
the  avacchedaka.  Where  the  attribute  is  coextensive  with  the  instances,  we 
have  a  case  of  anatiriktavrttitva.  The  relation  between  knowledge  and  the 
object  known  is  visayata. 

4  Cp.  “  Our  data  are  simply  character  complexes,  essences,  logical  entities, 
which  are  irresistibly  taken  to  be  the  characters  of  the  existents  perceived 
or  otherwise  known  ”  ( Essays  in  Critical  Realism,  p.  5). 
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our  consciousness.  If  it  is  a  mere  mental  state,  then  sub¬ 
jectivism  engulfs  us.  The  object  of  knowledge  is  neither  a 
physical  existent  nor  a  psychological  existent,  but  the  svarupa 
or  the  character  of  the  object.  In  all  knowledge  we  have 
this  “  what/’  essence  or  character  which  claims  to  be  real. 
Even  in  dreams  we  have  the  “  what,”  but  we  discover  that 
the  dream  objects  have  no  existence.  Their  implicit  affir¬ 
mation  of  reality  is  not  justified.  All  knowledge  is  of  svarupas, 
or  character-complexes,  together  with  an  implicit  attribution 
of  existence.  This  implied  belief  is  occasionally  mistaken. 
Whether  the  content  belongs  to  the  object  or  not  is  not  made 
known  by  the  act  of  knowledge  itself.  The  validity  of  know¬ 
ledge  is  not  self-established  (svatahpramanya).1  The  Nyaya 
holds  that  the  validity  of  knowledge  is  not  self-established, 
but  is  proved  by  something  else  (paratah  pramana).  While 
the  Samkhya  thinks  that  validity  and  invalidity  are  inherent 
in  the  cognition  itself,  the  MImamsakas  believe  that  validity 
is  due  to  the  cognition  itself,2  while  invalidity  is  due  to  external 
causes,  so  that  a  cognition  must  be  taken  as  true  until  it  is 
proved  to  be  otherwise.  The  Buddhists  hold  that  invalidity 
belongs  to  all  cognitions,  and  validity  will  have  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  some  other  means.  Against  all  these,  the  Naiyayika 
contends  that  validity  and  invalidity  are  established  by  some¬ 
thing  independent  of  the  cognition  itself.  If  every  cognition 
were  self-evident,  there  would  be  no  possibility  of  doubt. 3 
So  validity  is  determined  by  an  appeal  to  facts.  Suppose  we 
perceive  an  object,  we  cannot  be  immediately  certain  that  the 
object  we  perceive  is  of  the  same  size  and  shape  as  it  seems 

i  cp.  Drake:  “All  cognitive  experiences  are  knowledge  of,  not  pos¬ 
session  of,  the  existent  known  (if  it  is  an  existent) ;  their  validity  must  be 
tested  by  other  means  than  the  intuition  of  the  moment  ”  ( Critical  Realism, 

p.  32)-  .  . 

*  For  them  the  truth  of  the  Vedas  is  self-evident,  requiring  no  ex¬ 
ternal  sanction  to  prove  their  claim  to  obedience,  while  for  the  Naiya- 
yikas  the  authoritativeness  of  the  Vedas  depends  on  God’s  authorship 
of  them. 

4  Siddhantamuhtav ali ,  136.  “  If  the  validity  of  a  cognition  were  self- 

apprehended,  then  there  would  be  no  doubt  in  regard  to  a  cognition  produced 
by  practice.  For  if,  in  this  case,  the  cognition  and  its  validity  are  cognized, 
how  can  there  be  doubt?  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  cognition  is  not 
cognised,  then,  in  the  absence  of  the  knowledge  of  something  possessing 
a  quality,  how  can  there  be  doubt?  Hence  the  validity  of  cognition  is  a 
matter  of  inference  (anumeyam).’’ 
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to  have.  We  perceive  that  the  sun  is  moving  while  it  does 
not.  So  perception  or  immediate  knowledge  of  an  object  does 
not  carry  with  it  an  assurance  of  its  own  validity.  The 
validity  of  our  knowledge  can  only  be  arrived  at  by  a  mediate 
process  of  reflection.1 *  What  is  true  of  perception  is  also  true 
of  knowledge  gained  through  other  means. 

The  Nyaya  considers  a  number  of  objections  to  this  theory.  How 
can  a  pramana  which  gives  us  knowledge  of  an  object,  itself  become 
an  object  of  another  pramana  ?  Just  as  a  balance  is  an  instrument 
when  it  weighs  a  thing  but  is  an  object  when  it  is  itself  weighed  in 
another  balance,  so  also  a  means  of  knowledge  is  an  instrument  when 
it  establishes  an  object,  but  an  object  when  it  is  itself  to  be  established. 
Vatsyayana  says  :  “  buddhi,  or  apprehension,  is  pramana,  or  the  means 
of  cognising  things  ;  it  is  prameya  when  it  is  itself  cognised."  3  If 
it  is  said  that  a  means  of  knowledge  does  not  require  another  means 
of  knowledge  for  its  establishment,  but  is  self-established,  then  even 
the  object  of  knowledge  may  be  thus  self-established,  and  pramanas 
become  superfluous.  It  is  objected  that  if  the  validity  of  knowledge 
is  apprehended  by  some  other  knowledge,  and  if  the  validity  of  the 
latter  is  proved  by  some  other,  then  we  are  led  to  an  infinite  regress. 3 
If  we  stop  anywhere  in  the  middle,  the  pramana  is  not  proved.  The 
Naiyayika  does  not  regard  this  as  a  serious  objection  since  it  is  purely 
theoretical.  For  all  practical  purposes,  we  assume  the  validity  of 

1  Tarkabhdsa  says  :  “  The  cognition  is  apprehended  by  sense-perception 
.  .  .  while  its  validity  is  apprehended  by  means  of  inference.  A  man  seeking 
for  water  has  the  perception  of  water.  The  exertion  he  puts  forth  is  either 
fruitful  or  not.  From  the  fruitulness  of  the  cognition  its  validity  is 
inferred,  for  that  which  is  not  valid  does  not  give  rise  to  fruitful  exertion.” 

*  N.B.,  ii.  i.  16.  Vatsyayana  uses  the  illustration  of  lamplight,  which 
is  said  to  illumine  itself  and  other  objects.  “  In  the  case  of  the  lamplight, 
it  is  found  that  while  it  is  itself  visible  it  is  also  the  means  by  which  we  see 
other  visible  things,  and  thus  it  comes  to  be  called  the  object  or  the  means 
of  cognition  according  to  circumstances”  (N.B.,  ii.  i.  19).  Nagarjuna 
objects  that  a  lamp  cannot  illumine  itself,  since  there  is  no  darkness  in  it. 
It  illumines  objects  by  removing  the  darkness  that  covers  them  ( Madhya - 
mika  Karikd,  vii).  Vatsyayana’s  view  is  not  to  be  confused  with  the 
Vedantic  position  of  the  self-evident  character  of  the  pramanas.  The  same 
pramana  does  not  reveal  the  object  as  well  as  its  own  validity.  Uddyota- 
kara  explains  that  the  lamplight  is  pramana  in  relation  to  objects,  while 
it  is  itself  established  by  another  perception  by  means  of  its  contact  with 
the  optic  nerve,  so  that  one  pramana  may  be  established  by  another 
(N.V.,  ii.  1.  19).  See  also  N.V.T.T.,  ii.  1.  19. 

3  This  objection  is  identical  with  Nagarjuna’s  in  Vigrahavyavartani 
Karika.  See  History  of  Indian  Logic,  p.  257.  See  also  N.B.,  ii.  1.  17-18. 
£ri  Harsa  quotes  Dharmakirti,  the  Buddhist  logician,  to  the  effect,  “  For 
him  who  does  not  accept  the  cognition  as  directly  cognised  by  itself  the 
cognition  of  the  thing  cannot  be  established.”  See  Kharidana ,  i.  3. 
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pramanas  and  need  not  go  about  validating  one  pramana  by  another 
endlessly.1  In  the  case  of  clear  cognitions,  as  when  we  see  a  fruit  in 
our  hand,  we  have  no  doubt  about  the  validity  of  the  cognition.  We 
have  certain  knowledge  of  the  object  through  one  cognition.  In  the 
Vase  of  doubtful  cognitions  we  seek  the  aid  of  further  cognitions  to 
determine  the  validity  of  the  present  one,  and  when  we  come  across 
a  perfectly  valid  cognition,  we  cease  to  search.  There  are  certain 
pramanas  which  require  a  knowledge  of  themselves  to  prove  their 
objects  and  lead  to  practical  action  ;  and  there  are  others  which  prove 
their  objects  without  any  knowledge  of  themselves.  Smoke  must  be 
known  before  it  can  lead  to  a  knowledge  of  fire,  but  sense-organs  give 
us  a  knowledge  of  objects  even  when  they  are  not  themselves  per¬ 
ceived  or  known.  We  may  know  sense-organs  by  other  means,  but 
that  knowledge  is  unnecessary. 

The  Naiyayika  holds  that  we  cannot  straightaway  know 
whether  our  cognitions  correspond  to  reality  or  not.  We 
have  to  infer  this  correspondence  from  its  capacity  to  lead  to 
successful  action.  All  knowledge  is  an  incitement  to  action. 
It  tells  us  that  the  object  is  desirable  or  undesirable  or  neither. 
The  self  is  not  a  purely  passive  spectator  interested  in  the  mere 
contemplation  of  things.  It  is  anxious  to  attain  desirable 
objects  and  avoid  undesirable  ones.  Thinking  is  but  an 
episode  in  the  conduct  of  life.  “  Knowledge  is  apprehension 
exciting  desire  and  leading  to  action.” 2  The  Naiyayika 
agrees  with  the  school  of  Pragmatists  in  his  view  that  know¬ 
ledge  has  its  basis  in  the  vital  needs  of  human  nature,  and 
issues  in  a  volitional  reaction.  The  agreement  of  our  ideas 
with  objects  can  be  ascertained  through  their  capacity  to 
lead  to  successful  action  (pravrttisamarthyam).3  It  is  there¬ 
fore  obvious  that  the  relation  of  ideas  to  objects  is  one  of 
correspondence  and  not  necessarily  resemblance.  The  Naiya¬ 
yika  makes  the  truth  of  our  ideas  depend  on  their  relations 
to  facts,  and  holds  that  the  relation  is  one  of  agreement  or 
correspondence,  which  we  infer  from  the  working  of  ideas.  4 

*  N.V.T.T.,  ii.  i.  19.  a  N.B.,  i.  1.  2. 

3  N.S'.,  i.  1.  17,  See  also  N.B.  and  N.V.,  i.  1  1,  and  Kusumanjali, 
iii.  18. 

4  Cp.  the  distinction  between  resemblance  and  correspondence,  the  copy 

and  the  picture  theories  of  truth,  in  McTaggart’s  The  Nature  of  Existence,  ii. 
It  is  interesting  to  notice  that  the  Critical  Realists,  whose  analysis  of  know¬ 
ledge  is  similar  to  that  of  the  Nyaya,  adopt  the  same  device  to  overcome 
this  difficulty.  The  question  whether  we  have  any  right  to  believe  in  the 
existence  of  physical  objects  is  answered  thus  :  “  Our  instinctive  (and 

practically  inevitable)  belief  in  the  existence  of  the  physical  world  about 
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Strictly  speaking,  the  idea  is  said  to  be  true  if  it  leads  to 
the  perceptions  demanded  by  the  idea,  and  enables  us  to  act 
on  the  environment  successfully.  According  to  the  Praman- 
yavada  of  Tattvacintamani,  the  validity  of  cognitions  is  estab* 
lished  through  inference.  When  we  see  a  horse,  we  have  first 
of  all  a  cognition  of  the  form,  “  This  is  a  horse/’  followed  by 
a  vague  idea,  “  I  have  seen  a  horse  ”  ;  and  it  is  when  one 
goes  near  it  and  actually  feels  it,  that  he  infers  the  validity 
of  his  cognicion  ;  and  if  the  expected  perceptions  do  not 
arise,  he  infers  that  the  cognition  is  mistaken.  We  see  water 
and  go  near  it,  and  if  it  answers  our  needs  we  call  our  per¬ 
ception  of  water  valid,  since  what  is  not  true  does  not  induce 
successful  activity.1  When  our  desires  are  met,  we  become 
cognisant  of  the  validity  of  our  knowledge.  Thus  from  conse¬ 
quences  we  infer  causes.  This  theory  of  truth  is  an  induction 
from  positive  instances  of  the  successful  leading  of  valid 
knowledge  and  negative  instances  of  the  unsuccessful  leading 
of  invalid  knowledge. 

This  workability  is  only  the  test  of  truth  and  not  its  con¬ 
tent.  Some  advocates  of  pragmatism  are,  however,  of  the 
opinion  that  the  practical  effects  are  the  whole  of  truth,  a 
view  which  has  the  support  of  Buddhist  logicians.  The 
latter  hold  that  “  right  knowledge  is  uncontradicted  know¬ 
ledge.  That  which  enables  us  to  attain  the  object  observed 
is  uncontradicted  knowledge.”  *  To  attain  the  object  is  to 
act  successfully  in  regard  to  it  and  understand  its  nature.  3 

us  is  pragmatically  justifiable.  This  realm  of  appearance  ( i.e .  what  appears, 
what  is  given)  might  conceivably  be  merely  the  visions  of  a  mind  in  an 
empty  world.  But  we  instinctively  feel  these  appearances  to  be  the 
characters  of  real  objects.  We  react  to  them  as  if  they  had  an  existence 
of  their  own,  even  when  we  are  asleep  or  forgetting  them.  We  find  that 
this  belief,  those  reactions  work  ”  ( Essays  in  Critical  Realism,  p.  6). 

1  Purvotpannam  jalajnanam  prama,  saphalapravrttij  anakatvat ;  yan 
naivam  tan  naivaih  yatha  aprama  (Annam  Bhatta’s  Dipika,  63). 

*  Dharmottara:  Nyayabindutika,  i.  "  Avisamvadakam  jiianam  sam- 
yagjnanam  .  .  .  pradarsitam  artham  prapayan  samvadaka  ucyate.” 

3  Pravartakatvam  eva  prapakatvam  .  .  .  pravartakatvam  api  pravrtti- 
yi§ayapravartakatvam  eva.  Dharmottara  thinks  that  the  object  attained 
is  not  identical  with  the  object  known,  though  they  belong  to  the  same 
series.  Though  the  Buddhists  cannot  admit  the  Nyaya  view  of  the  relation 
of  facts  and  ideas,  they  accept  arthasiddhi,  or  attainment  of  the  object,  or 
practical  efficiency  (arthakriyasamarthyam)  as  the  test  of  truth,  and  indulge 
in  vague  phrases  of  similarity  of  ideas  to  objects  as  arthasarupyam  asya 
prama$am  ( Nyayabindu ,  i.  1). 
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For  the  Naiyayika,  truth  is  not  mere  workability,  though  it 
is  known  by  it.  Truth  is  prior  to  verification.  A  judgment 
is  true,  not  because  it  is  verified  ;  but  it  is  verified  because 
it  is  true.  Several  objections  to  this  theory  are  considered  by 
the  Naiyayika.  We  cannot  be  sure  that  our  desires  are 
realised.  Cases  of  illusory  satisfaction  are  not  unheard  of. 
In  dreams  we  have  instances  of  apparent  satisfaction,  but 
that  does  not  mean  that  dream  states  are  to  be  regarded  as 
valid.  The  Naiyayika  answers  that  what  counts  is  not  the 
mere  feeling  of  successful  activity,  but  the  feeling  of  a  normal 
healthy  mind,  which  must  support  past  experiences  of  success¬ 
ful  activity.  It  is  neither  the  vividness  of  the  mental  state 
nor  the  feeling  of  satisfaction,  but  conformity  with  experience 
as  a  whole.  The  objects  of  dreams  cannot  be  fitted  into 
the  space- time  framework  of  experience,  and  are  therefore 
imaginary. 

Prior  to  fruition,  our  knowledge  cannot  be  ascertained  to  be  vahd. 
So  we  cannot  have  that  confidence  without  which  no  endeavour  is 
possible.  A  valid  knowledge  of  objects  is  the  precondition  of  success¬ 
ful  activity,  and  prior  to  successful  activity  we  cannot  have  true 
knowledge  of  objects.1  Uddyotakara  urges  that  this  question  of  the 
relative  priority  of  activity  and  knowledge  is  meaningless,  in  view  of 
the  beginninglessness  of  the  world.  Besides,  knowledge  of  the  object, 
and  not  of  the  validity  of  knowledge,  is  necessary  for  action.  So  far 
as  familiar  objects  are  concerned,  the  difficulty  does  not  arise.  In 
situations  presenting  novel  features,  where  a  mere  application  of 
precedents  is  insufficient,  we  experiment  even  with  inadequate  know¬ 
ledge.  We  act,  sometimes,  to  verify  hypotheses.  Life  generally 
moves  on  the  basis  of  assumptions,  and  it  is  not  possible  to  weigh 
every  suggested  line  of  action  in  a  fine  balance  of  logic  before  acting 
on  it.  Pressure  of  practical  necessities  compels  us  to  act  on  ideas 
even  when  their  evidence  is  incomplete.  Objects  of  religious  belief 
determine  our  action,  even  though  they  lie  beyond  the  range  of  reason. 
The  Naiyayika  admits  that  there  are  cases  where  complete  verifi¬ 
cation  is  not  possible.  Whether  we  shall  attain  heaven  or  not  through 
the  performance  of  agnihotra  cannot  be  ascertained  until  we  die. 
He  that  will  act  only  when  he  can  fully  comprehend,  must  have  either 
a  very  long  head  or  a  very  short  life. 

In  this  difficulty,  Dharmottara  makes  a  distinction  between  the  right 
knowledge  which  is  the  immediate  antecedent  of  attainment  (arthakriyS,- 
nirbhasam)  and  that  which  leads  to  attainment  through  certain  intermediate 
stages  (arthakriyasamarthe  ca  pravartakam) .  The  first  leads  directly  to 
action  and  cannot  be  an  object  of  inquiry.  See  Uddyotakara  and  Vacaspati 
on  i.  i.  i. 
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Later  Naiyayikas,  like  Vacaspati  and  Udayana,  admit  the  self- 
evident  character  (svatahpramanyam)  of  some  forms  of  valid  know¬ 
ledge.  Inference  free  from  all  error  and  inconsistency  and  comparison 
(upamana)  based  on  essential  resemblance  are,  according  to  Vacaspati, 
of  self-evident  validity,  since  there  is  rational  necessity  binding  the 
cognition  and  the  objects.  In  the  case  of  sense-perception  and  verbal 
testimony,  we  cannot  be  equally  certain.1  Udayana  admits  Vacaspati’s 
contention,  and  argues  that  besides  inference  and  comparison,  self- 
consciousness  (anuvyavasaya)  and  internal  as  well  as  external  per¬ 
ception  of  mere  existence  (dharmijnana)  possess  self-evident  validity.  a 


XIX 

Error 

Prama,  or  valid  knowledge,  is  distinguished  from  doubt 
(samsaya)  and  erroneous  knowledge  (viparyaya),  where  the 
ideas  do  not  lead  to  successful  action.  Illusions  and  hallucina¬ 
tions  fail  to  realise  their  ends,  i.e.  do  not  fulfil  the  expectations 
roused  by  them.  We  become  conscious  of  error  when  the 
demands  of  our  ideal  past  are  not  met  by  the  present.  We  see 
a  white  object  and  take  it  to  be  silver,  pick  it  up  and  find  it  to 
be  a  piece  of  shell.  The  new  experience  of  the  shell  contradicts 
the  expectation  of  silver.  According  to  the  Nyaya,  all  error 
is  subjective.  Vatsyayana  says  :  “  What  is  set  aside  by  true 
knowledge  is  the  wrong  apprehension,  not  the  object.”  3 
Uddyotakara  observes,  taking  the  mirage  as  an  instance, 
“  the  object  all  the  while  remains  what  it  actually  is  :  In 
regard  to  the  flickering  rays  of  the  sun,  when  there  arises  the 
cognition  of  water,  there  is  no  error  in  the  object :  it  is  not 
that  the  rays  are  not  rays,  nor  that  the  flickering  is  not 
flickering  :  the  error  lies  in  the  cognition  :  as  it  is  the  cognition 
which  instead  of  appearing  as  the  cognition  of  the  flickering 
rays,  appears  as  the  cognition  of  water,  i.e .  as  the  cognition 
of  a  thing  as  something  which  it  is  not.”  4  Water  is  not 
absolutely  non-existent,  as  a  flower  in  the  sky,  but  is  not 
existent  here  and  now,  though  it  is  imagined  to  exist.  The 
rays  are  the  cause  of  the  illusion,  though  not  the  object  of 

*  N.V.T.T.,  i.  i.  i. 

*  For  a  searching  criticism  of  the  NySya  theory  of  truth,  see  Khavtfana, 
i.  i3-i4» 

3  N.B.,  iv.  2.  35. 


4  N.V.,  i.  1.4. 
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the  illusory  perception  of  water.  The  realism  of  the  Nyaya 
is  here  slightly  modified,  since  it  cannot  account  for  the  rise 
of  illusions  on  the  view  that  the  world  of  experienced  things 
with  all  their  peculiar  qualities  exists  independently  of  any 
relation  to  the  experiencing  subject.  All  erroneous  cognition 
has  some  basis  in  reality.  Vatsyayana  says  :  “No  wrong 
apprehension  is  entirely  baseless.”  1  Error  is  the  apprehension 
of  an  object  as  other  than  what  it  is.  This  view  of  anyatha- 
khyati  is  supported  not  only  by  the  Nyaya  but  also  by  tho 
Jaina  logicians,  and  Kumarila. 

The  Naiyayikas  repudiate  other  theories  of  error,3  which  are  more 
metaphysical  than  logical.  The  Sautrantikas  hold  that  in  error  there 
is  a  wrong  superposition  (aropa)  of  something  which  is  a  form  of 
cognition  (jnanakara)  on  an  external  object.  The  Yogacaras  do  not 
admit  extra-mental  realities,  yet  for  all  practical  purposes  objects  are 
admitted  to  be  real,  thanks  to  the  tendencies  of  beginningless  avidyS,. 
Error  consists  in  the  superposition  of  the  form  of  cognition  on  such 
objects. 3  We  know  that  a  cognition  is  erroneous,  since  it  is  sublated 
by  another  apprehension  4  and  is  devoid  of  practical  efficiency  (artha- 
kriyakaritva) .  In  the  apprehension  “  this  is  silver,”  what  is  sublated 
is  not  silver  but  thisness  (idanta),  for,  in  the  judgment  a  form  of 
cognition  ”  silver  ”  is  attributed  to  the  “  this  ”  ;  in  the  sublative 
judgment  “  this  is  not  silver,”  we  sublate  the  **  this  ”  and  not  the 
"  silver,”  for,  to  deny  the  latter  is  to  deny  its  existence  as  a  form  of 
cognition.  This  is  the  view  of  Jnanakarakhyati,  according  to  which 
a  form  of  cognition  is  wrongly  referred  to  an  external  object.  When 
the  illusion  is  off,  the  external  reference  of  silver  is  denied.  This  view 
is  a  corollary  from  the  general  metaphysical  position  of  the  Yogacaras, 
that  there  is  no  real  difference  between  the  self,  the  object  of  know¬ 
ledge  and  knowledge.  The  Naiyayika  objects  that,  on  the  Yogacara 
view,  our  cognitions  should  take  the  form  of  not  ”  this  is  silver  ”  but 
“  I  am  silver,”  which  is  not  the  case.  The  Yogacaras  cannot  account 
for  the  distinction  between  truth  and  error.  Subjectivism  vitiates  the 
whole  position.  Sweetness  is  in  the  honey  and  bitterness  in  the  gall, 
and  these  qualities  are  not  purely  imaginary.  The  Nyaya  formula, 
that  error  is  the  apprehension  of  a  thing  as  what  it  is  not,  is  applicable 
even  on  the  Yogacara  view.  5  The  Madhyamikas  hold  the  asatkhyati 
view,  that  there  is  only  non-being  (asat),  and  that  all  perception  of 
internal  and  external  objects  is  erroneous.  Non-existent  silver  mani* 
fests  itself  as  existent,  thanks  to  our  cognitive  mechanism.  The 

*  N.B.,  iv.  2.  35.  3  N.V.T.T.,  i.  i.  2. 

3  Anadyavidyavasanaropitamalikam  bahyam,  tatra  jnanakarasyaropa^ 
{Bhamati,  i.  i.  i). 

4  Bhamati.  Balavad  badhakapratyayavasat. 

5  Aniruddha  on  S.P.S.,  i.  42  ;  Nyayamafijavi,  p.  178 
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Naiyayika  objects  that  the  incorrect  apprehension  of  silver  in  a  shell 
is  produced  not  by  nothing  but  by  something  in  the  piece  of  shell. 
If  illusions  are  not  excited  by  external  stimuli  and  have  no  objective 
basis,  we  cannot  distinguish  one  illusion  from  another.  A  non-existent 
thing  cannot  produce  any  effect.  Erroneous  cognitions  cannot  be 
traced  to  residual  impressions  which  are  not  possible  without  real 
objects.1  The  Advaita  adopts  the  anirvacaniyakhyati.  Whatever  is 
manifested  in  a  cognition  is  the  object  of  that  cognition.  In  the 
illusion  of  silver,  silver  appears  to  consciousness  and  is  cognised  ; 
otherwise  we  shall  have  no  reason  to  say  that  it  is  the  illusion  of  silver 
and  not  of  something  else.  But  the  silver  so  cognised  is  neither  real 
nor  unreal  nor  both  real  and  unreal.  If  real,  the  cognition  would  be 
valid  ;  if  unreal,  no  activity  will  be  induced  ;  if  both  unreal  and  real, 
then  two  contradictory  qualities  will  subsist  in  one  and  the  same 
entity.  Its  nature  is  really  indefinable  or  anirvacaniya.  This  in¬ 
explicable  silver  is  produced  through  avidya  with  the  help  of  residual 
traces  of  the  past  cognitions  of  silver  revived  by  the  perception  of  the 
similarity  of  silver  with  the  object  with  which  the  defective  sense- 
organ  is  in  contact.  According  to  the  Advaita,  the  illusion  is  a  presen- 
tative  cognition  produced  by  an  object  actually  present  to  conscious¬ 
ness.  Silver  is  present  at  the  time  and  place  when  and  where  the 
illusion  is  produced.  Otherwise  the  illusion  is  not  a  presentation. 
This  presented  silver  lasts  as  long  as  the  illusion  lasts.  The  Naiyayika 
objects  that,  if  the  illusory  object  of  silver  is  created  in  the  absence 
of  silver,  then  we  could  see  anything  of  which  we  have  an  idea,  and 
there  could  be  no  difference  between  image  and  percept.  The  Naiyayika, 
however,  congratulates  himself  on  the  fact  that  this  view  can  be 
brought  under  his  anyathakhyati,  since  an  indefinable  object  appears 
to  consciousness  as  real.2  Akhyati  (or  vivekakhyati),  or  non-dis¬ 
crimination,  is  the  name  given  to  Prabhakara’s  view  of  error.  The 
difference  between  the  piece  of  shell  we  see  and  the  silver  we  imagine 
is  not  noticed,  and  we  say  “  this  is  silver."  The  sublating  cognition 
does  not  contradict  the  illusion,  but  simply  recognises  the  distinction 
between  the  perceived  and  the  remembered  elements  of  the  erroneous 
cognition.  Against  this  view,  the  Nyaya  urges  that,  as  long  as  the 
illusion  lasts,  there  is  an  actual  presentation  or  perception  of  silver, 
and  not  a  mere  representation.  We  are  conscious  of  silver  as  some¬ 
thing  presented  to  consciousness  here  and  now,  and  not  as  something 

1  If  illusions  are  not  produced  by  external  objects,  then  there  is  no 
difference  between  dreamless  sleep  and  illusions  except  that  in  the  lattei 
we  have  consciousness  and  in  the  former  not.  Prameyakamalamartanda, 
pp.  13  ff.;  Nyayamanjari,  pp.  177-178. 

*  Ramanuja,  criticising  the  Advaita  view,  asks,  What  is  the  cause  of  the 
production  of  the  indefinable  silver  at  the  time  of  the  illusion?  The 
cognition  of  silver  cannot  produce  the  object,  since  the  latter  is  the  cause 
of  the  former.  It  cannot  be  due  to  a  defect  in  the  sense-mechanism,  since 
the  sense-organs  do  not  produce  effects  in  the  outward  objects.  Senses 
cause  knowledge  and  not  objects  of  knowledge. 
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perceived  in  the  past  and  remembered  now.  Non-discrimination  at 
the  time  of  the  illusion  cannot  induce  action.  The  nature  of  obscura¬ 
tion  of  memory  (smrtipramosa)  is  not  clearly  stated.  So  it  must  be 
said  that  our  immediate  perceptual  consciousness  is  itself  infected 
with  error.1 

The  Nyaya  theory  of  anyathakhyati  is  criticised  by  the  other 
schools,  notably  the  Advaita  Vedanta.1  Silver  existing  at  some  other 
time  and  place  cannot  be  an  object  of  perception,  since  it  is  not  present 
to  the  senses.  If  it  is  said  to  be  recalled  to  consciousness,  then  even 
in  inference  of  fire  from  smoke,  fire  may  be  said  to  be  recalled  to  con¬ 
sciousness,  and  there  would  be  no  need  for  inference  at  all.  Again,  to 
what  does  the  otherwiseness  (anyathatva)  refer  ?  It  cannot  refer  to 
the  cognitive  activity,  where  the  substratum  shell  cannot  impart  its 
own  form  to  a  cognition  which  apprehends  silver  ;  not  to  the  result 
of  the  cognitive  activity,  since  a  presentation  does  not  differ  essentially 
whether  it  is  valid  or  invalid  ;  not  to  the  object  of  cognition  which  is 
the  shell,  which  cannot  identify  itself  with  or  transform  itself  into 
silver.  If  the  shell  is  absolutely  different  from  silver,  then  it  cannot 
be  identified  with  it ;  if  it  is  both  different  and  not  different,  then 
even  judgments  like  “  the  cow  is  shorthorned  ”  would  be  illusory. 
If  the  shell  actually  transforms  itself  into  silver,  then  the  cognition  of 
silver  is  not  invalid  and  cannot  be  sublated.  If  it  is  said  that  it  is 
a  momentary  transformation  for  the  time  the  illusion  lasts,  then  the 
perception  of  silver  must  be  had  even  by  those  who  do  not  suffer  from 
any  sense  defects. 3 


XX 

General  Estimate  of  Nyaya  Epistemology 

The  Nyaya  view  of  knowledge  as  an  attribute  of  the  soul, 
which  copies  reality,  seems  to  common  sense  too  simple  to  need 

1  J^yasimhasuri  mentions  the  theory  of  alaukikarthakhyati,  which 
Jayanta  attributes  to  a  Mimamsaka.  According  to  it,  in  the  illusory 
cognition  of  silver,  the  object  of  the  illusion  is  silver,  which  is  different  from 
the  ordinary  (laukika)  silver.  What  serves  our  practical  needs  is  laukika, 
and  what  does  not  is  alaukika.  Even  alaukika  silver  induces  some  activity. 
The  Naiyayika  asks  whether  we  have  any  knowledge  of  alaukika  silver  and 
what  becomes  of  it  the  moment  we  realise  our  mistake.  Prabhacandra,  in 
his  Prameyakamalamartan^a,  mentions  prasiddh5.rthakhya.ti  as  the  view 
supported  by  Bhaskara  and  the  followers  of  the  Samkhya.  According  to  it, 
the  object  of  illusory  cognition  is  not  a  non-existent  thing,  but  an  existent 
object  established  by  knowledge.  Water  is  the  object  of  the  illusion  of 
water,  and  when  this  illusory  cognition  is  contradicted  by  the  cognition 
of  the  rays  of  the  sun,  the  latter  cognition  has  for  its  object  the  rays  of  the 
sun.  This  view  is  not  satisfactory,  since  it  makes  all  cognitions  valid 
{NyayamaHjari,  pp.  187-188;  Prameyakamalam&rtancla,  i). 

1  See  V  edantaparibhasa,  1.  3  Vivaranaprameyasamgraha,  p.  33. 
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any  justification  ;  yet  this  apparently  innocent  view  involves 
assumptions  that  have  been  uncritically  accepted.  In  its 
hostility  to  Buddhist  subjectivism  the  Nyaya  insists  that 
things  are  the  ground  of  logical  truth,  that  the  external  world 
exists  apart  from  our  knowledge  of  it  and  determines  that 
knowledge,  that  our  ideas  correspond  to  things.  It  divides 
the  real  into  two  compartments  of  subjects  and  objects,  and 
thus  transforms  the  ordinary  assumptions  of  common  sense 
into  a  metaphysical  theory  which  is  inadequate  to  the  facts 
of  consciousness  as  well  as  the  demands  of  logic.  The  main 
assumptions  which  vitiate  the  epistemology  of  the  Nyaya 
are  :  (i)  that  self  and  not-self  are  sharply  separated  from  one 
another,  (2)  that  consciousness  is  the  result  of  the  causal 
action  of  the  not-self  on  the  self,  (3)  that  knowledge  is  a 
property  of  the  self.  In  spite  of  these  metaphysical  prejudices, 
the  Nyaya  contains  fruitful  suggestions  by  which  its  defects 
may  be  overcome.  So  long  as  the  Nyaya  gives  an  account 
of  what  is  immediately  experienced  in  the  act  of  knowledge, 
it  is  on  secure  ground  ;  but  when  it  tries  to  offer  a  metaphysical 
explanation,  in  terms  which  take  us  behind  the  ultimate  fact 
of  knowledge,  it  is  open  to  criticism.  That  we  have  a  direct 
awareness  of  the  world  which  is  not  a  mere  putting  together 
of  abstract  particulars  but  a  complex  cosmos  with  terms  and 
relations,  particulars  and  universals,  that  our  ideas  have 
working  value,  are  views  warranted  by  experience.  The 
fundamental  mistake  of  the  Nyaya  is  the  mistake  of  Locke* 
and  other  empirical  thinkers  who  regard  the  individual  as  one 
natural  unit  and  the  world  as  another.  This  mechanical  view, 
however  legitimate  for  the  limited  purposes  of  daily  life  and 
psychology,  is  not  ultimately  defensible.  The  problem  for 
logic  is  not  so  much  the  genesis  of  knowledge  as  its  nature. 
We  cannot  hope  to  determine  the  nature  of  knowledge  by 
trying  to  go  behind  it  and  observe  the  manner  of  its  coming 
to  be.  When  the  Naiyayika  regards  consciousness  as  a  pro¬ 
duct  or  a  resultant,  he  is  trying  to  get  behind  the  process  of 
knowing. 

If  the  self  and  the  not-self  are  sharply  separated  from 
one  another,  and  if  consciousness  is  but  the  result  of  the 
causal  action  of  the  not-self  on  the  self,  as  Locke  and  Descartes, 
Hume  and  Kant  thought,  then  all  the  contents  of  conscious- 


THE  LOGICAL  REALISM  OF  THE  NYAYA  135 


ness  are  purely  subjective  states  of  the  knowing  individual. 
Events  of  the  world  of  not-self  cannot  form  part  of  the  know¬ 
ledge  which  belongs  to  the  self  ;  and  if  knowledge  reproduces 
reality,  it  can  only  contain  copies  of  real  events  and  not  the 
events  themselves.  When  we  divide  the  subject  from  ■  the 
object,  the  question  of  building  the  bridge  from  the  one  to 
the  other  becomes  difficult.  Either  we  have  to  hold  that  the 
object  is  the  creation  of  the  subject  or  that  there  is  no  object 
at  all.  Whether  we  say  that  the  object  is  taken  into  con¬ 
sciousness,  or  is  mirrored  in  it,  or  represented  by  a  sketch  or 
an  outline,  whatever  view  of  the  relation  of  knowledge  to 
object  we  may  adopt,  it  becomes  impossible  for  us  to  be 
certain  that  the  world  is  as  we  perceive  it.  So  long  as  the 
two  are  external  to  each  other,  as  one  piece  of  matter  is 
external  to  another,  we  can  never  be  sure  that  our  ideas 
correctly  represent  objects,  or  that  they  represent  objects  at 
all.  We  cannot  compare  our  cognitions  with  reality,  since 
the  latter  is  external  to  thought.  Nothing  but  thought  itself 
is  known  directly,  and  we  cannot  compare  the  thought  with 
the  real,  since  only  one  of  the  terms  is  given,  and  the  act  of 
comparison  implies  that  both  the  terms  should  be  given.  If 
anything  can  compare  the  idea  on  the  one  side  and  the  object 
on  the  other,  it  must  be  consciousness  1 ;  but  such  a  con¬ 
sciousness  must  include  both  the  idea  and  the  object. 

If  truth  means  agreement  of  ideas  with  reality,  and  if 
reality  is  defined  as  that  which  is  external  to  thought,  what 
is  not  and  cannot  be  in  thought  or  made  up  of  thought,  then 
truth-seeking  is  a  wild-goose  chase.  Thought  seeks  an  end 
which  could  never  conceivably  be  attained,  nay,  an  end  of 
which  no  clear  notion  could  be  formed.  The  Naiyayika  faces 
the  conclusion  that  the  goal  of  thought,  i.e.  the  attainment 
of  truth,  cannot  be  directly  realised.  He  holds  that  for  a 
finite  mind  the  goal  of  thought  is  beyond  attainment.  We 
have  to  be  content  with  the  lower  ideal  of  acquiring  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  working  value  of  our  ideas.  Serviceability  or 

1  Professor  Alexander  holds  that  consciousness  and  reality  are  independent 
things,  and  the  relation  between  them  is  that  of  compresence.  The  two 
happen  to  be  together,  though  they  are  separate  in  the  world.  But  what 
is  the  nature  of  this  consciousness  ?  Consciousness  is  always  of  something, 
and  it  does  not  tell  las  about  the  existence  of  an  object  outside  and  inde¬ 
pendent  of  it. 
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practical  efficiency  generates  this  feeling  of  confidence.  This 
workability  does  not,  however,  justify  the  Nyaya  assumption 
that  ideas  work  because  they  are  in  accord  with  reality.1 
The  Buddhist  logicians  who  adopt  the  same  test  of  truth 
derive  a  different  conclusion  from  it ;  and  it  must  be  said  that 
the  Buddhist  view  is  more  logical.  The  content  of  truth  is 
not  correspondence  of  knowledge  with  objects  which  are  but 
ideal,  but  verification  by  experience.*  Ideas  prompt  us  to 
activity,  and  when  we  realise  our  desires  their  claim  to  truth 
is  granted.  Our  dreams  are  declared  to  be  illusory,  since 
activities  based  on  them  fail  to  achieve  the  ends.  Suppose 
we  dream  something,  dig  up  our  field  and  light  on  a  treasure, 
then  our  dream  is  true,  whether  or  not  it  accords  with  reality. 
It  is  clear  that  the  best  grounded  and  the  most  certain  of  our 
knowledge  has  a  possibility  of  error.  No  belief  of  ours  is  so 
firmly  grounded  that  there  does  not  remain  at  least  a  bare 
chance  of  its  being  false.  While  it  is  possible  to  lead  some 
sort  of  existence,  depending  on  this  pragmatic  test,  we  cannot 
have  complete  satisfaction.  What  serves  one  need  may  not 
serve  another  ;  and  we  are  interested  in  the  vital  logical 
need  to  know  reality,  which  cannot  be  met  The  Nyaya, 
which  is  anxious  to  save  us  from  Buddhist  subjectivism,  has 
not  provided  us  with  a  more  satisfactory  view  of  reality. 
When  the  patent  fact  of  our  knowledge  of  the  external  world 
is  not  accounted  for  by  the  Nyaya  theory,  it  must  return 
upon  its  initial  assumptions  and  examine  them  in  the  light 
of  the  analysis  of  the  fact  of  knowledge  itself. 

While  it  is  quite  true  that  things  may  be  real  without 
being  consciously  present  to  my  or  your  experience  and  do 
not  begin  to  exist  when  you  or  I  become  aware  of  them,  still 
it  cannot  be  said  that  real  existence  is  independent  of  all 
experience.  The  relation  between  knowledge  and  its  object 
is  called  in  Nyaya  the  svarupa-sambandha.  The  object 
apprehended  determines  the  knowing  process.  Cognition  is 

1  Cp.  Broad  :  “  It  does  not  in  the  least  matter  to  science  what  is  the 
inner  nature  of  a  term,  provided  it  will  do  the  work  that  is  required  of  it 
If  we  can  give  a  definition  of  points  which  will  make  them  fulfil  a  certain 
pair  of  conditions,  it  will  not  matter  though  points  themselves  should  turn 
)ut  to  be  entities  of  a  very  different  kind  from  what  we  had  supposed  them 
to  be  ”  ( Scientific  Thought,  p.  39). 

*  Nyayabindu,  p.  103  ;  and  Nydyabindufika,  p.  6. 
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consciousness  of  an  object.1  Madhusudana  Sarasvati 2  quotes 
from  Udayana  that  “  Cognitions  by  themselves  formless  are 
specified  only  by  their  objects.  That  is  to  say,  the  objects 
are  the  only  specifications  of  cognitions/’  All  cognitions  are 
qualified  or  characterised  by  certain  things  as  “  This  is  an 
inkstand.”  “  That  is  a  tablecloth.”  If  the  object  known  is 
entirely  outside  the  process,  then  the  correspondence  notion 
of  truth  will  have  to  be  adopted  ;  but  its  svarupa  is  said  to 
be  within  the  process,  though  the  object-in-itself  is  not  identical 
with  the  knowledge  of  it.  According  to  this  view,  knowledge 
does  not  produce  objects  ;  nor  does  it  correspond  to  them, 
but  it  apprehends  them.  It  is  therefore  wrong  to  hold  that 
the  object  lies  outside  the  boundaries  of  knowledge,  and  what 
can  be  known  of  it  is  either  its  effect  or  its  copy  in  the  con¬ 
sciousness  of  the  subject.  Whether  we  perceive,  conceive  or 
remember  an  outer  object  or  an  inner  state,  what  we  perceive, 
conceive  or  remember  is  the  object  itself,  which  is  independent 
of  the  knowledge  process.  The  Nyaya  theory  of  our  immediate 
and  direct  awareness  of  reality  is  inconsistent  with  its  other 
assumption,  that  subject  and  object  are  substances  which  are 
isolated  from  one  another.  Nothing  stands  between  the 
cognising  subject  and  the  cognised  object.  The  two,  subject 
and  object,  are  inseparably  connected.  One  cannot  be 
reduced  to  the  other.  The  Nyaya  is  right  in  repudiating 
subjectivism,  that  the  objects  are  the  creations  of  the  subject’s 
fancy.  The  object  is  not  brought  into  being  by  the  subject’s 
knowing  process.  Even  universal  relations  are  said  to  be 
given  to  and  not  created  by  the  subject.  Sense-data  do  not 
appear  as  disconnected  particles,  but  as  possessed  of  certain 
properties  and  qualities.  Only,  according  to  later  Nyaya, 
the  universal  or  the  basis  of  identity  is  known  through  non- 
sensuous  (alaukika)  mental  functioning.  A  large  part  of  the 
experiences  that  enter  into  our  knowledge  is  non -sensuous  in 
character.  The  constraining  power  of  reality  is  admitted  by 
the  Naiyayika.  The  necessity  of  our  experience  is  not  imposed 
by  the  subject,  but  is  due  to  the  necessity  of  the  world.  The 
real  is  not  intrinsically  divided  into  the  two,  selves  and  the 
world.  The  prerequisite  of  all  thinking  is  the  undivided 


*  N.B.,  iv.  2.  29. 


2  Advaitasiddhi,  i.  30. 


138 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


reality  from  which  subject  and  object  are  derived  by  a  process 
of  abstraction.  It  is  true  that  abstractions  play  a  large  part 
in  our  lives,  but  yet  reality  in  itself,  on  which  our  theory  of 
knowledge  should  take  its  stand,  the  primary  ontological  fact, 
is  consciousness  (caitanya).  A  metaphysical  investigation  of 
the  nature  and  conditions  of  knowledge  reveals  to  us  the 
universality  of  consciousness.  It  is  the  basis  and  creator  of 
all  things,  and  it  is  risky  to  represent  consciousness  in  a  semi- 
materialised  image.  It  is  not  a  compound,  though  our  world 
may  be  concrete  enough.  Our  analysis  into  selves  and  objects 
is  relative  to  our  practical  needs  ;  but  this  complex  cosmos 
is  based  on  a  reality  which  is  intrinsically  undivided.  The 
real  when  thought  out  assumes  this  aspect.  It  is  not  possible 
for  us  to  give  an  intellectual  account  of  reality  apart  from 
intellectual  discrimination  ;  yet  our  ideas  deal  with  a  reality 
to  which  no  one  of  our  distinctions  is  essential.  The  only 
absolute,  then,  is  the  undivided  reality  of  consciousness, 
which  the  Naiyayika  ignores  in  favour  of  a  plurality  of  souls 
and  material  objects. 

While  reality  is  caitanya,  or  consciousness,  truth,  which 
logicians  aim  at,  is  something  different,  since  logic  assumes 
the  distinction  between  subject  and  object,  and  its  impulse 
can  be  satisfied  only  if  the  world  of  selves  and  objects  is 
organised  into  a  coherent  whole.  The  Nyaya,  in  spite  of  its 
allegiance  to  the  correspondence  notion,  grasps  the  more 
adequate  character  of  the  coherence  theory.  It  regards  all 
forms  of  knowledge  as  parts  of  one  whole,  each  having  its 
function  through  its  place  in  the  whole,  and  having  no  justifi¬ 
cation  beyond  what  it  can  claim  as  part  of  that  whole.  The 
validity  of  any  pramana  is  established  through  other  pramanas.1 
The  different  kinds  of  knowledge  are  interrelated.  All  know¬ 
ledge  has  mediate  necessity.  When  the  Naiyayika  warns  us 
against  the  feeling  of  satisfaction  which  dreamers  and  lunatics 

1  We  perceive  an  object,  and  the  validity  of  this  perceptioni  s  established 
through  inference  and  perception  of  the  validity  of  the  factors  involved 
in  it — sense-organs,  objects,  contact  between  the  two,  and  the  resulting 
act  of  cognition.  The  sense-organ  is  established  by  inference  as  the  recipient 
of  one  class  of  external  stimuli ;  objects  are  established  by  sense-perception  ; 
contact  is  inferred  from  the  non-perception  of  distinctions  ;  and  the  resulting 
act  of  cognition  is  perceived  by  the  self  through  its  contact  with  manas  and 
intimate  relation  with  the  cognition  (N  B  ,  ii.  i.  19). 
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have,  and  asks  us  to  take  into  account  the  feeling  of  a  normal 
healthy-minded  individual,  he  is  surrendering  his  theory  of 
correspondence.  The  normal  individual  is  not  he  who  has 
the  support  of  the  majority.  Some  illusions  may  be  normal 
in  this  sense,  but  they  are  not  therefore  true.  The  social 
factor  simply  distinguishes  purely  imaginary  experiences 
from  those  which  have  more  objectivity  about  them.  By 
comparing  our  observations  with  those  of  others,  we  can  get 
a  working  certainty,  sufficient  for  all  ordinary  purposes. 
What  others  perceive  no  less  than  ourselves,  what  is  perceived 
by  us  identically  at  different  places  and  times,  may  be  looked 
upon  as  true  and  real.  The  demands  of  science  require  us  to 
check  our  ordinary  perceptions.  Though  we  perceive  the 
movement  of  the  sun  across  the  sky,  science  tells  us  that  the 
earth  revolves  round  the  sun.  More  elementary  and  dis¬ 
connected  experiences  are  to  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of 
more  unified  and  systematised  experiences.  The  standard  is 
set  by  the  latter.  Truth  depends  not  so  much  on  the  object 
as  on  its  capacity  to  fit  into  the  space-time  scheme.  The 
structure  of  reality  must  be  capable  of  accommodating  the 
truth.  It  is  assumed  that  the  space-time  continuity  has  a 
systematic  nature.  The  Naiyayika  who  adopts  the  pragmatic 
test  is  bound  to  hold  that  our  views  of  reality  are  relative  to 
our  purposes.  Knowledge  of  an  object  is  just  its  meaning 
for  our  present  needs.  In  practical  life  we  are  not  concerned 
about  the  essences  of  objects  but  only  their  meaning  for  us. 
To  say  that  for  all  men  stones  are  hard  and  fires  are  hot 
means  that  these  objects  have  the  same  meaning  for  us. 
Practically  justified  correspondence  is  the  Naiyayika’s  mean¬ 
ing  of  truth,  and  ever  so  many  illusions  normal  to  all  individuals 
and  the  race  are  true  by  this  criterion.  Nor  is  this  test 
capable  of  use  with  regard  to  events  in  the  past  and  the  future. 
Though  our  truths  are  relative,  they  are  not  all  of  equal 
value.  The  highest  truth  is  that  which  satisfies  the  vital 
logical  need  of  understanding  the  world  as  a  whole.  The  ideal 
experience  which  comprehends  the  nature  of  reality  as  it  is, 
including  both  the  finite  subjects  and  the  environment,  is  the 
absolute  standard  of  truth.  Not  in  the  sense  that  many  men 
have  attained  to  it,  but  in  the  sense  that  when  one  attains 
the  logical  view,  he  will  realise  it  as  the  truth.  True  normality 
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cannot  be  ascertained  by  a  counting  of  heads.1  The  mere 
fact  that  the  large  majority  of  men  believe  in  the  pluralistic 
view  does  not  indicate  anything  else  than  the  practical  value 
of  that  conception.  Truth  and  untruth  are  not  questions  to 
be  decided  by  a  plebiscite.  If  the  majority  of  men  have 
an  attack  of  jaundice,  the  nature  of  truth  does  not  alter. 
Truth  is  that  which  reveals  itself  to  those  who  have  sounded 
the  depths  of  experience.  The  Naiyayika  admits  the  higher 
validity  of  arsajnana,  or  the  wisdom  of  the  seers.  He  asks 
us  to  judge  our  experiences  by  the  achievement  of  individuals 
who  have  better  comprehended  the  nature  of  reality.  Truth, 
like  goodness  and  beauty,  is  an  achievement  of  the  individual 
mind,  and  in  another  sense  it  is  a  revelation  to  the  human 
mind  of  a  world  unrealised  as  yet  but  awaiting  realisation  in 
and  through  a  fuller  experience.  We  do  not  so  much  con¬ 
struct  truth  as  find  it.  Yet  the  Naiyayika  again  and  again 
slips  into  the  point  of  view  of  the  psychologist  who  assumes 
that  souls  and  matter  are  conditions  which  bring  about  know¬ 
ledge.  The  relativity  of  knowledge  to  our  ends  does  not  confirm 
the  absolute  division  between  subject  and  object  which  the 
Nyaya  assumes.  It  implies  faith  in  the  demands  of  our  nature 
and  in  the  possibility  of  their  satisfaction.  That  the  nature 
of  the  real  is  adapted  to  the  needs  of  human  action,  shows 
the  essential  interrelatedness  of  the  two  aspects  of  reality, 
minds  and  their  environment.  The  manifest  pluralism  and 
the  unrelatedness  of  things  is  only  apparent.  The  conception 
of  a  plurality  of  reals  externally  related  to  one  another  must 
yield  place  to  the  idea  of  the  essential  unity  of  the  world. 

In  accordance  with  the  implications  of  the  instrumental 
and  relative  character  of  all  thought,  the  Naiyayika  should 
admit  the  relative  nature  of  the  ideal  of  truth  itself.  Logical 
truth,  which  is  reality  conceived  as  a  system  of  interrelated 

*  Cp.  “  Does  the  truth  of  the  fact  that  a  blind  man  has  missed  the  perfeci 
development  of  what  should  be  normal  about  his  eyesight  depend  for  its 
proof  upon  the  fact  that  a  larger  number  of  men  are  not  blind  ?  The  very 
first  creature  which  suddenly  groped  into  the  possession  of  its  eyesight  had 
the  right  to  assert  that  light  was  a  reality.  In  the  human  world  there  may 
be  very  few  who  have  their  spiritual  eyes  open,  but  in  spite  of  the  numerical 
preponderance  of  those  who  cannot  see,  their  want  of  vision  must  not  be 
cited  as  an  evidence  of  the  negation  of  light  ”  (Rabindranath  Tagore)  See 
Foreword  in  Radhakrishnan's  Philosophy  of  the  Upani$ads. 
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selves  and  objects,  is  relative  to  the  logical  interest,  though 
it  is  very  much  more  satisfactory  than  the  view  which  regards 
the  universe  as  a  plurality  of  independent  reals.  Truth  is 
reality  taken  as  ideal,  regarded  as  an  intelligible  system.  Our 
judgments  and  inferences  aim  at  the  comprehension  of  the 
whole.  According  to  the  degree  in  which  they  succeed  and 
fail  in  the  endeavours,  their  place  in  the  body  of  knowledge  is 
determined.  All  logical  truth  is  relative  in  the  sense  that  the 
individual  is  a  fragment  of  reality  handling  another  fragment 
loosened  from  its  context,  and  it  is  impossible,  so  long  as  one 
occupies  the  logical  standpoint,  to  grasp  reality  in  itself.  Our 
thought  is  forced  to  distinguish  and  select,  and  we  are  obliged 
to  use  the  pragmatic  test.  The  widest  thought  is  compelled 
to  leave  out  the  existence  of  itself,  which  in  reality  it  must 
include.  All  knowledge  is  an  abstraction  from  the  real.  It 
is  an  ideal  reconstruction  of  the  absolute.1 

The  Nyaya  analysis  of  perception  and  its  view  of  svarupa- 
sariibandha  support  the  doctrine  of  the  presence  in  knowledge 
of  reality.  The  distinction  of  indeterminate  and  determinate 
perception  suggests  the  view  of  the  relativity  of  our  knowledge 
to  our  interests.  In  some  stages  we  have  but  an  undiscriminat¬ 
ing  acquaintance  with  reality,  and  in  others  a  closer  grasp  of 
its  complexity.  The  acceptance  of  the  pragmatic  test  of 
practical  utility  confirms  the  view  of  the  relativity  of  our 
knowledge  to  our  limited  standpoints.  While  the  conception 
of  reality  as  made  up  of  two  unlike  spheres  may  be  legitimate 
and  useful  for  the  purposes  of  psychology,  it  has  to  be  trans¬ 
cended  when  we  arrive  at  the  logical  point  of  view.  As  we 
have  shown,  the  Nyaya  is  aware  that  it  is  only  the  coherence 
conception  of  truth  that  can  be  adopted  in  logic.  The  natural 
conclusion  from  this  whole  doctrine  of  relativity  is  that  even 
this  logical  ideal  of  a  complex  cosmos  with  interrelated  members 
cannot  be  regarded  as  absolute.  The  Nyaya  did  not  choose 
to  face  this  ultimate  problem.  But  its  theory  of  knowledge, 
when  consistently  carried  out,  leads  clearly  to  the  position 


1  Cp.  Bradley  :  “  That  the  glory  of  this  world  in  the  end  is  appearance 
leaves  the  world  more  glorious,  if  we  feel  it  is  a  show  of  some  fuller  splendour  ; 
but  the  sensuous  curtain  is  a  deception  and  a  cheat,  if  it  hides  some  colourless 
movement  of  atoms,  some  spectral  woof  of  impalpable  abstractions,  or 
unearthly  ballet  of  bloodless  categories  "  (Logic,  vol.  ii,  p.  591). 
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that  the  distinctions  of  subject  and  object  arise  within  the 
fact  of  knowledge  or  experience,  which  alone  is  the  absolute 
or  the  ultimate  fact  behind  which  we  cannot  go. 


XXI 

The  World  of  Nature 

The  Nyaya  accepts  the  metaphysics  of  the  Vaisesika,  and 
regards  the  world  of  nature  as  a  composite  of  eternal,  unalter¬ 
able,  causeless  atoms,  existing  independently  of  our  thoughts. 
The  physical  conceptions  of  the  Nyaya  are  almost  the  same  as 

those  of  the  Vaisesika. 

• 

It  will,  however,  be  of  interest  to  know  the  way  in  which  the  Nyaya 
answers  the  objections  of  the  rival  schools.  The  problem  of  time 
offers  peculiar  difficulties.  Some  Naiyayikas  hold  that  time  is  a  form 
of  experience  and  is  perceived  by  the  sense-organs  as  a  qualification 
of  objects  of  perception.  For  example,  Ramakrsnadhvarin,  the  author 
of  Sikhamani,  says  that  since  we  cognise  objects  as  existing  at  present, 
time  also  may  be  said  to  be  perceived.  In  the  perception  of  the  jar 
as  existing  at  present  (idanlm  ghato  vartate),  present  time  also  enters 
into  the  perception  of  the  object.  Every  object  is  perceived  as  exist¬ 
ing  in  time,  though  time  is  never  perceived  by  itself.1  Temporal 
relations  are  dependent  on  the  terms  related.  There  is  no  sooner  or 
later,  before  or  after,  apart  from  events  and  actions.  Time  is  per¬ 
ceived  as  a  qualification  of  objects,  and  is  therefore  a  substantive 
reality.3 

The  Madhyamika  theory,  that  there  is  no  present  time  (varta- 
manakala)  apart  from  the  past  and  the  future,  is  examined  by 
Vatsyayana.  3  The  past  is  defined  as  that  which  precedes  the  present, 
and  the  future  as  that  which  succeeds  it.  But  the  present  has  no 
meaning  apart  from  the  past  and  the  future.  Vatsyayana  replies  that 
all  this  is  due  to  a  confusion  between  time  and  space.  The  objector 
argues  that  when  the  object  falls,  we  have  the  time  taken  up  by  its 
traversing  a  certain  distance  and  the  time  that  will  be  taken  up  by 
it  in  traversing  the  remaining  distance,  and  there  is  no  intervening 
distance  which  the  object  can  be  said  to  traverse  at  the  present  time. 
Space  traversed  gives  the  idea  of  past  time,  space  to  be  traversed  that 
of  the  future,  and  there  is  no  third  space  which  could  give  rise  to  the 
present  time. 4  But,  says  Vatsyayana,  “  time,  or  kala,  is  not  mani¬ 
fested  by  space  (adhva)  but  by  action  (kriya)."  “  We  have  the  con- 


*  Nyayamanjari,  p.  136. 

I  N.B.,  ii.  1.  39-iL  i-  43-  See  I.P.,  p.  649. 


•  Ibid.,  p.  137. 

4  N.B.,  ii.  1.  39. 
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ception  of  time  (as  past)  when  the  action  of  falling  has  ceased.  .  .  . 
When  the  same  action  is  going  to  happen,  we  have  the  conception  of 
time  as  future  ;  and  lastly,  when  the  action  of  the  thing  is  perceived 
as  going  on  at  the  time,  we  have  the  conception  of  present  time.  In 
the  circumstances,  if  a  person  were  never  to  perceive  the  action  as 
‘  going  on,’  at  the  time,  what  could  he  conceive  of  as  having  ceased  or 
as  going  to  happen  ?  ...  At  both  the  points  of  time  (past  and  future) 
the  object  is  devoid  of  action  ;  whereas,  when  we  have  the  idea  that 
the  thing  is  falling  down,  the  object  is  actually  connected  with  the 
action  ;  so  that  what  the  present  time  apprehends  is  the  actual  existing 
connection  of  the  object  and  the  action,  and  thus  it  is  onlyon  the  basis 
of  this  (existing  connection  and  the  time  indicated  by  it)  that  we 
could  have  the  conception  of  the  other  two  points  of  time  ;  which 
latter,  for  this  reason,  would  not  be  conceivable,  if  the  present  time  did 
not  exist.”  1  Again,  perceptions  arise  in  connection  with  things  which 
are  present  in  time.  There  cannot  be  perception,  if  there  is  not  present 
time.  The  present  therefore  is  not  a  mere  mathematical  point  but 
a  tract  of  time  with  a  certain  duration,  “  a  slab  of  time  with 
temporal  thickness.”  a 

Vatsyayana  argues  against  several  theories  of  the  origin  and  nature 
of  the  world. 3  He  criticises  the  idea  of  momentariness  (ksanikavada) 
on  the  ground  that  we  cannot  be  certain  that  an  entity  will  be  replaced 
by  another  after  the  lapse  of  a  moment,  and  there  must  be  a  connecting 
link  between  the  origination  of  an  entity  and  its  cessation.  We  may 
admit  the  truth  of  momentariness  where  it  is  perceived  but  not  where 
it  is  not  perceived,  as  in  stones,  etc.*  From  the  successive  cognitions 
we  have  of  objects,  their  continued  existence  follows.  The  theory 
that  all  is  non-being  is  rejected  on  the  ground,  that  if  everything  is 
non-being,  there  cannot  be  any  aggregates.5  Nor  can  all  things  be  said 
to  be  relative  to  one  another.  If  long  and  short  are  interdependent, 
then  neither  of  them  can  be  established  in  the  absence  of  the  other. 
If  neither  of  them  is  self-existent,  it  will  be  impossible  to  establish 
their  interrelation.6  The  doctrine  of  impermanence  (anityata)  is  based 
on  the  facts  of  the  production  and  destruction  of  things.  The  Naiyayika 
argues  that  there  are  things  like  atoms,  akasa,  time  and  space,  and  some 
qualities  of  these  which  are  neither  produced  nor  destroyed. 7  The 


*  N.B.,  ii.  i.  40. 

*  Whitehead  :  The  Principle  of  Relativity,  p.  7. 

3  N.B.,  iv.  2.  31-33,  and  iv.  2.  26-27. 

4  N.B.,  iii.  2.  11.  See  also  iii.  2.  12-13. 

5  N.B.,  iv.  1.  37-40.  See  also  iv.  2.  26-27,  31-33. 

6  “  If  there  is  no  such  thing  as  the  character  (or  individuality)  of  things, 
why  do  we  not  have  the  relative  notions  of  length  and  shortness  in  regard 
to  two  equal  atoms  or  any  two  objects  of  equal  size  ?  .  .  .  What  relativity 
(apeksa)  means  is  that  when  we  perceive  two  things  it  becomes  possible 
for  us  to  perceive  the  preponderance  of  one  over  the  other  ”  (N.B.,  iv.  1.  40). 

7  N.B.,  iv.  1.  25-28. 
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opposite  view  that  all  things  are  permanent  is  equally  defective,  since 
some  things  we  perceive  are  produced  and  destroyed.  Composite 
substances  are  liable  to  production  and  destruction.1  Vatsyayana 
considers  also  the  theory  of  the  absolute  diversity  of  things  (sarva- 
prthaktvavada).7  The  Naiyayika  holds  that  a  whole  is  not  a  mere 
aggregate  of  its  parts,  but  is  something  over  and  above  the  parts  to 
which  it  stands  in  the  peculiar  relation  of  samavaya  (inherence). 
Vatsyayana  repudiates  the  Buddhist  view  3  that  the  whole  is  nothing 
but  the  aggregate  of  parts,  and  that  the  relation  is  a  myth. 4 

The  world  cannot  be  produced  by  abhava,  or  non-existence.  The 
supporters  of  the  abhava  hypothesis  argue  that  no  effect  arises  until 
the  cause  is  destroyed.  For  the  sprout  to  arise,  the  seed  must 
be  destroyed.  Vatsyayana  argues  against  this  view  that  the 
cause  which  is  said  to  destroy  cannot  come  into  existence  after  the 
destruction,  and  there  is  no  production  out  of  things  destroyed.  If 
the  destruction,  of  the  seed  were  the  cause  of  the  rise  of  the  sprout, 
then  the  latter  must  appear  at  the  very  moment  the  seed  is  broken 
to  pieces.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  sprout  appears  only  when  the 
disruption  of  the  seed  is  followed  by  a  fresh  composite  formed  out 
of  its  particles.  So  the  sprout  is  due  not  to  abhava  but  a  rearrange¬ 
ment  of  seed  particles. J  The  view  that  the  world  is  the  result  of 
chance  is  examined  and  rejected.  The  law  of  causality  cannot  be 
denied  without  stultifying  all  experience.6 


XXII 

The  Individual  Self  and  Its  Destiny 

According  to  the  Nyaya,  the  universe  has  certain  elements 
which  are  not  corporeal.  These  are  our  cognitions,  desires, 
aversions,  volitions,  and  the  feelings  of  pleasure  and  pain.  7 
All  these  modes  of  consciousness  are  transitory,  and  so  are 
not  themselves  to  be  identified  with  substances.  They  are 
viewed  as  qualities  of  the  substance  called  the  soul. 

The  soul  is  a  real  substantive  being,  having  for  its  qualities 
desire,  aversion,  volition,  pleasure,  pain  and  cognition.  As  a 

j 

1  N.B.,  iv.  i.  29-33.  1  N.B.,  iv.  1.  34-36. 

3  See  Avayavanirakaraya  of  the  Buddhist  Asoka,  who  lived  about  the 
close  of  the  ninth  century  a.d. 

4  Vatsy§,y ana's  explanation  of  Samkhyaikantavdaa  Is  not  clear.  It  may 
possibly  refer  to  some  doctrine  as  Pythagoras’s  theory  of  numbers. 

5  N.B.,  iv.  1.  14-18.  6  N.B.,  iv.  1.  22-24. 

7  If  pleasure,  pain,  desire  and  aversion  are  regarded  as  modes  of  feeling, 
we  have  the  three  modes  of  consciousness,  knowledge,  feeling  and  will. 
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rule  the  Naiyayika  proves  the  existence  of  the  self  by  means 
of  inference,  though  scriptural  evidence  is  adduced  in  con¬ 
firmation.1  Uddyotakara  holds  that  the  reality  of  the  self  is 
apprehended  by  means  of  perception  also.  According  to  him 
the  object  of  the  notion  of  “  I  ”  is  the  soul.*  The  recognition 
of  the  different  cognitions  as  mine  proves  the  continued 
persistence  of  the  soul.  3  “  When  a  man  is  desirous  of  knowing 

or  understanding  (a  certain  thing)  at  first,  he  reflects  as  to 
what  this  may  be  and  comes  to  know  it  “  this  is  so-and-so/’ 
This  knowing  of  the  thing  is  by  the  same  agent  to  whom 
belongs  the  previous  desire  to  know  and  the  subsequent 
reflection  ;  so  this  knowledge  becomes  an  indication  of  the 
presence  of  the  common  agent  in  the  shape  of  the  soul.”  4 
We  remember  things  which  we  previously  cognised.  5  When 
one  perceives  an  object,  is  attracted  by  it,  struggles  to  obtain 
it,  it  is  one  soul  that  is  the  basis  of  these  different  activities.6 
If  our  mental  life  has  at  each  instant  a  unique  qualitative 
character  which  constitutes  it  a  moment  in  the  concrete 
history  of  an  individual  subject,  it  is  because  it  belongs  to 
this  self  and  not  to  another.  Uddyotakara  says  :  “  For  one 
who  denies  a  soul,  every  cognition  must  be  distinct  with  a 
distinct  object  of  its  own  ;  and  no  cognition  or  recollection 
would  ever  be  possible.”  7  As  a  mere  complex  of  sensational 
and  affectional  elements,  no  state  of  consciousness  can  be 
distinguished  as  mine  or  another’s.  The  experience  of  another 
is  not  my  experience,  for  my  self  is  different  from  his  self. 
All  our  mental  states,  such  as  remembrance,  recognition, 
awareness  of  the  relative  persistence  of  the  self,  volition  or 

1  N.S.,  i.  i.  io. 

*  N.V.,  iii.  i.  i.  The  Vaisesika  makes  the  self  an  object  of  yogic  per¬ 
ception  (V.S.,  ix.  i.  ii  j  Nydyakandali,  p.  196). 

s  N.B.  and  N.V.,  i.  1.  10.  «  N.B.,  i.  1.  10 

s  N.B.,  iii.  1.  14  ;  also  iii.  1.  7-1 1. 

6  Ekakartrkatvam  jhanecchapravrttlnam  samanasrayatvam  (N.B.,  iii. 

2.  34)- 

7  N.V.,  i.  1.  10.  Vacaspati  observes  :  "  If  in  the  absence  of  the  soul 
the  recollection  and  fusion  of  cognitions  were  possible  under  the  hypothesis 
of  every  cognition  setting  up  and  forming  a  factor  in  a  series  of  cognitions, 
then  every  cognition  would  recall  and  fuse  with  every  other  cognition  of  the 
same  series.”  This  statement  of  Vacaspati  is  a  paraphrase  of  Vatsyayana's 
remark  that  "  the  recognition  of  one  cognition  by  another  cognition  would 
be  as  possible  as  the  recognition  by  one  body  of  the  experiences  of  another 
body  ”  (N.B.,  i.  1.  10). 
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the  assertion  of  self,  sympathy  or  consciousness  of  relation  to 
other  selves,  all  these  imply  the  reality  of  a  self. 

The  materialist  view  that  consciousness  is  a  property  of 
the  body  is  easily  refuted.  If  it  were  a  property  of  the  body, 
it  would  exist  in  the  various  parts  of  the  body  and  its  material 
constituents.1  If  the  latter  were  also  conscious,  then  we  have 
to  regard  the  individual  consciousness  as  the  combination  of 
several  consciousnesses  produced  by  the  different  constituents. 
If  body  has  consciousness,  then  all  matter  must  have  it,  since 
it  is  of  the  same  nature  as  the  body.  If  beyond  the  body 
there  is  no  soul,  then  the  moral  law  would  seem  to  be  without 
any  significance.1  Since  the  body  is  changing  from  moment 
to  moment,  no  sin  can  pursue  us  in  subsequent  lives.  If 
consciousness  is  the  essential  property  of  the  body,  then  it 
can  never  lose  its  essence,  and  it  should  be  impossible  for  us 
to  find  bodies  devoid  of  consciousness,  as  we  do  in  corpses. 
Consciousness  is  not  found  in  states  of  trance.  It  is  not  a 
natural  quality  of  the  body,  since  it  does  not  last  as  long  as 
the  body  lasts,  as  colour  and  the  like  do. 3  If  it  were  an 
accidental  property  of  the  body,  then  its  cause  is  something 
else  than  the  body  itself.  Again,  consciousness  cannot  be  the 
property  of  that  of  which  one  is  conscious  but  of  that  which 
is  conscious.  If  consciousness  is  a  property  of  the  body,  then 
it  must  be  capable  of  being  perceived  by  others  also.  4  Body 
is  not  even  an  auxiliary  of  consciousness  in  view  of  certain 
familiar  experiences.  At  best  it  is  an  instrument  or  aid  for 
the  expression  of  consciousness.  Body  is  defined  as  “  the 
vehicle  of  actions,  sense-organs  and  objects.”  5  The  soul 
exerts  itself  to  gain  or  get  rid  of  objects  by  means  of  the  body, 
which  is  the  seat  of  the  senses,  mind  and  sentiments.  We 
cannot  identify  the  body  with  either  consciousness  or  the  self 
which  possesses  it.  Nor  can  we  identify  consciousness  with 
the  vital  processes.  Vitality  is  a  name  for  a  particular  relation 
of  the  self  to  the  body.6 

The  self  is  not  the  senses  but  what  controls  them,  and 


*  See  Sariikhya  Sutra,  iii.  20-21,  and  Vijnanabhiksu  and  Aniruddha  on 
them. 

*  N.B.,  iii.  1.  4.  3  N.B.,  iii.  2.  47. 

4  See  I.P.,  vol.  i,  pp.  284-285.  See  also  N.B.,  iii.  2.  53-55. 

I  N.S.,  i.  1.  11.  6  Nydyakandall,  p.  263 
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synthesises  their  contributions.1  It  is  the  soul  that  confers 
unity  on  the  various  kinds  of  apprehensions.  The  eye  cannot 
hear  sounds  nor  the  ear  see  visions,  and  the  consciousness  that 
I  who  am  seeing  a  thing  now  have  also  heard  of  it  will  not 
be  possible  if  the  soul  were  not  different  from  and  beyond  the 
senses.  As  instruments,  the  senses  imply  an  agent  which 
uses  them.  Being  only  products  of  matter,  they  cannot  have 
consciousness  as  their  property.  Even  when  the  object  seen 
and  the  eye  are  both  destroyed,  the  knowledge  that  I  have 
seen  remains,  and  so  this  knowledge  is  not  a  quality  of  either 
the  outer  objects  or  the  senses.2  Nor  is  the  soul  to  be  iden¬ 
tified  with  manas,  which  is  only  the  instrument  by  the  aid  of 
which  the  soul  thinks.  Since  the  manas  is  atomic  in  nature, 
it  can  no  more  be  the  self  than  the  body  can.  If  intelligence 
is  a  quality  of  manas,  then  the  simultaneous  cognition  of 
things  such  as  yogis  have  would  be  inexplicable. 3  The  self 
cannot  be  identified  with  the  body,  senses  or  manas,  since  it 
is  present  even  when  the  body  is  lost,  the  senses  are  cut  off 
and  manas  is  quieted  down.  4  All  these  belong  to  the 
object  side,  and  can  never  be  the  subject  while  self  is  the 
subject.  5 

This  permanent  self  is  not  buddhi  or  intellection,  upalabdhi 
or  apprehension,  or  jnana  or  knowledge.6  Buddhi  is  non¬ 
permanent,  while  the  soul  must  be  permanent.  7  Our  con¬ 
sciousness  is  to  be  compared  to  a  flowing  stream,  where  one 
mental  state  vanishes  as  soon  as  another  appears.  Whatever 
be  the  nature  of  the  object,  fleeting  like  sound  or  relatively 
permanent  like  a  jar,  cognitions  themselves  are  transitory.8 
The  relative  permanence  of  the  object  accounts  for  the  relative 
distinctness  of  the  cognition,  but  cannot  make  the  cognition 
itself  permanent.9  The  capacity  for  recognition  cannot  be 
attributed  to  buddhi.10  Intellect  (buddhi)  according  to  the 
Naiyayika  is  not  a  substance  nor  the  cogniser,  but  a  quality 
of  the  soul  which  is  capable  of  being  perceived.  The  self  is 
the  perceiver  of  all  that  brings  about  pain  and  pleasure 


1  N.B.,  iii.  i.  i.  1  N.B.,  iii.  2.  18. 

4  P.P.,  p.  69.  See  also  Bhdsapariccheda,, 47-49. 

5  N.V.,  iii.  2.  19.  6  N.S.,  i.  1-5. 

N.B.,  iii.  2.  1-2  ;  iii.  2.  18-41. 

v  N.B.,  iii.  2.  44.  See  also  N.V.,  iii.  2.  45. 


3  N.B.,  iii.  2.  19. 

7  N.V.T.T.,  i.  i.  io. 
10  N.B.,  iii.  2.  3. 
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(sarvasya  drasta),  the  experiencer  of  all  pains  and  pleasures 
(bhokta)  and  the  knower  of  all  things  (sarvanubhavi). 

The  substance  to  which  these  qualities  belong  cannot  be 
made  up  of  parts,  for  it  is  an  assumption  of  the  Nyaya  that 
compound  substances  are  destructible  while  simple  ones  are 
eternal.  Whatever  has  an  origin  is  necessarily  made  up  of 
parts,  and  when  the  parts  fall  asunder,  the  thing  perishes. 
The  soul  is  partless  (niravayava)  and  eternal.  It  has  no 
beginning  and  no  end.  If  a  soul  once  began  to  be,  it  will 
sometime  cease  to  be.  The  soul  cannot  be  of  a  limited  size, 
since  what  is  limited  has  parts  and  is  destructible.  The  soul 
must  be  either  atomic  or  infinite,  and  of  no  medium  size 
(madhyamaparimana)  like  compound  substances.  It  cannot 
be  atomic,  since  we  cannot  then  perceive  its  qualities  of 
intellection,  will,  etc.  If  it  were  atomic,  it  would  be  impossible 
to  account  for  the  cognition  which  extends  all  over  the  body.1 
If  of  intermediate  size,  it  must  be  either  larger  or  smaller 
than  the  body.  Either  way,  it  cannot  occupy  the  body  as  it 
does  and  should  do.  If  it  is  of  the  same  size  as  the  body,  it 
will  be  too  small  for  the  body,  as  it  grows  from  birth  onwards. 
Nor  can  the  difficulty  of  its  changing  dimension  from  birth  to 
birth  be  avoided.  So  it  is  all-pervading,  though  it  cannot 
cognise  many  things  simultaneously,  on  account  of  the  atomic 
nature  of  manas.  It  is  manas  that  retains  the  impressions 
of  acts  done  in  the  body,  and  each  soul  has  normally  only  one 
manas  which  is  regarded  as  eternal.2 

The  soul  is  unique  in  each  individual. 3  There  are  an 
infinite  number  of  souls ;  if  not,  then  everybody  would  be 
conscious  of  the  feelings  and  thoughts  of  everybody  else.  4 
If  one  soul  were  present  in  all  bodies,  then  when  one  experiences 
pleasure  or  pain,  all  should  possess  the  same  experiences, 
which  is  not  the  case. 

Consciousness  is  not  an  essential  property  of  the  soul. 
The  series  of  cognitions  can  have  an  end.  “  As  regards  the 
final  cognition,  it  is  destroyed  either  when  there  are  no  causes 
for  its  continuance  (in  the  form  of  merit  or  demerit)  or  by 

1  Tarkasamgrahadlpikd,  17.  *  N.B.,  i.  1.  16  ;  iii.  2.  56. 

J  N.V.T.T.,  i.  1.  10;  N.B.,  iii.  1.  14. 

4  The  possibility  of  one  soul  guiding  different  bodies  is  admitted  as  a 
supernormal  phenomenon  (N.B.,  iii.  2.  32) 
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reason  of  the  peculiarities  of  time  (which  can  put  an  end  to 
the  operation  of  merit  and  demerit),  or  by  the  appearance  of 
impressions  produced  by  the  final  cognition  itself.”  *  It 
follows  that  the  soul  which  is  the  substratum  of  consciousness 
need  not  always  be  conscious.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  an 
unconscious  (jada)  principle  capable  of  being  qualified  by 
states  of  consciousness.2  Consciousness  cannot  exist  apart 
from  self,  even  as  the  brilliance  of  the  flame  cannot  live  apart 
from  the  flame  ;  but  the  soul  itself  is  not  necessarily  conscious. 
Consciousness  is  regarded  as  a  quality  of  the  soul  produced 
in  the  waking  state  by  the  conjunction  of  the  soul  with  manas. 
It  is  an  intermittent  quality  of  the  self.3 

The  soul  is  an  eternal  entity  which  is  from  time  to  time 
connected  with  a  body  suitable  to  its  desert.  The  body  has 
its  source  in  the  acts  done  by  the  person,  and  is  the  basis  of 
pleasure  and  pain. 4  The  body  is  formed  under  the  influence 
of  the  unseen  force  of  destiny, 5  and  is  the  result  of  the  per¬ 
sistence  of  the  effect  of  the  previous  acts.6  Each  man  becomes 
endowed  with  a  body  fit  for  being  the  medium  of  the  ex¬ 
periences  which  he  has  to  undergo.  The  birth  of  a  being  is 
not  a  mere  physiological  process.  Uddyotakara  says  :  “  The 
karma  of  the  parents  who  have  to  enjoy  the  experiences 
resulting  from  the  birth  of  the  child,  as  well  as  the  karma  of 
the  personality  which  has  to  undergo  experiences  in  the  world, 
both  these  conjointly  bring  about  the  birth  of  the  body  in  the 
mother's  womb.”  7  The  connection  of  the  soul  with  the  body 
is  called  its  birth  and  its  separation  from  it  death.8  At  the 

1  N.V.,  iii.  2.  24. 

*  Udayana  views  it  as  a  substance  possessing  knowledge,  joy  and  other 
pure  qualities,  eternal,  imperishable,  unchangeable,  not  bigger  than  an  atom 
in  size  though  capable  of  pervading  the  body. 

3  N.B.  and  N.V.  on  i.  i.  io,  and  P.P.,  p.  99. 

4  N.B.,  iii.  1.  27.  The  body  is  composed  mainly  of  earth,  though  the 
otner  elements  help  in  its  formation  (iii.  1.  27-29).  While  the  human  body 
is  mainly  made  of  earth,  the  Nyaya  admits  aqueous  bodies  formed  in  the 
regions  of  Varuna,  fiery  in  those  of  Sun,  and  aerial  in  those  of  Vayu.  There 
are  not,  however,  akasic,  or  ethereal  bodies 

5  N.B.,  iii.  2.  60-72. 

6  Purvakrtaphalanubandhat  (N.B.,  iii.  2.  60). 

7  N.V.,  iii.  2.  63. 

8  iv.  1.  10.  The  question  is  asked  whether  birth  and  death,  i.c.  rotation 
in  the  wheel  of  sams5.ra,  belong  to  the  soul  or  the  manas.  Uddyotakara 
answers  :  “  If  by  samsSra  you  mean  the  action  (of  entering  and  moving 
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beginning  of  creation,  an  activity  is  set  up  in  the  atoms  by 
which  they  combine  so  as  to  form  material  objects.  A  similar 
activity  arises  in  the  minds  of  the  souls,  which  brings  about 
several  other  qualities  consequent  upon  the  past  careers  of  the 
souls  themselves.  The  concrete  history  of  each  soul  embraces 
a  number  of  lives.  At  any  one  moment  its  historically  con¬ 
tinuous  existence  is  rooted  in  the  past  and  embraces  an  out¬ 
line  of  the  future.  Any  one  life  is  but  a  part  of  a  historically 
conditioned  series. 

No  serious  attempt  is  made  to  prove  the  pre-existence 
theory,  since  it  is  generally  accepted.  Infants  show  signs  of 
pleasure  and  pain  in  quite  early  stages  ;  and  we  cannot  reduce 
the  smiles  and  cries  of  the  baby  to  mere  mechanical  movements 
like  the  opening  and  the  closing  of  the  lotus  flowers.1  The 
human  being  is  very  much  more  than  a  mere  flower.  The 
newborn  babe’s  desire  for  milk  cannot  be  explained  on  the 
analogy  of  the  attraction  of  the  iron  by  the  magnet,  since  the 
child  is  not  a  mere  piece  of  metal.2  The  objection  that 
children  with  desires  may  be  produced,  even  as  substances 
with  qualities  are  produced,  is  not  valid,  since  desires  are  not 
mere  qualities  but  take  their  rise  from  previous  experience.  3 
We  come  into  the  world  “  not  in  entire  forgetfulness,  and  not 
in  utter  nakedness,”  but  with  certain  memories  and  habits 
acquired  in  the  previous  state  of  existence. 4  The  argument 
for  pre-existence  as  well  as  future  life  is  strengthened  by 
ethical  considerations.  If  we  do  not  assume  a  past  and  a 
future  for  our  souls,  then  our  ethical  sense  will  be  violated  by 
loss  of  merited  action  (krtahani)  and  gain  of  unmerited  result 
(akrtabhyagama) .  There  must  be  a  future  where  we  can 
experience  the  fruits  of  our  deeds  and  a  past  to  account  for 
the  differences  in  our  lots  in  the  present.  When  our  desert 
is  completely  exhausted,  our  soul  is  freed  from  samsara  and 


off  from  the  bodies),  then  it  belongs  to  the  manas,  as  it  is  the  manas  that 
actually  moves  (samsarati)  ;  on  the  other  hand,  if  by  samsara  you  mean 
experiencing  (of  pleasure  and  pain),  then  it  belongs  to  the  soul,  since  it  is 
the  soul  that  experiences  pleasure  and  pain  ”  (N.V.,  i.  i.  19). 

1  iii.  1.  19-21.  *  iii.  1.  22-24.  3  iii.  1.  25-26. 

4  It  may  well  be  said  that  desires  and  inclinations  prove  only  the 
existence  of  the  soul  and  not  its  previous  existence.  After  all,  the  Nyaya 
theory  of  new  beginnings  does  not  require  us  to  accept  a  past  tor  our 
souls* 
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rebirth  and  attains  release  or  emancipation  (moksa).1  Accord¬ 
ing  to  Vatsyayana,  “  the  fruition  of  all  one’s  acts  comes  about 
in  the  last  birth  preceding  release/’ 2 * * * 

.Release  is  freedom  from  pain. 3  “  This  condition  of  immor¬ 

tality,  free  from  fear,  imperishable,  consisting  in  the  attainment 
of  bliss,  is  called  Brahma.”  4  Moksa  is  supreme  felicity  marked 
by  perfect  tranquillity  and  freedom  from  defilement.  It  is  not 
the  destruction  of  self,  but  only  of  bondage.  It  is  defined 
negatively  as  the  cessation  of  pain,  and  not  as  the  enjoyment 
of  positive  pleasure.  For  pleasure  is  always  tainted  with  pain. 
It  is  caused  as  much  as  pain.  Uddyotakara  urges  that  if  the 
released  soul  is  to  have  everlasting  pleasure,  it  must  also  have 
an  everlasting  body,  since  experiencing  is  not  possible  without 
the  bodily  mechanism. 5 

When  the  scriptural  texts  speak  of  the  essence  of  the  soul  as 
pleasure,  they  mean  only  perfect  freedom  from  pain.  The  Naiyayika 
proves  that  every  idea  of  liberation  includes  this  minimum  of  freedom 
from  pain.6 7  Freedom  is,  in  the  Nyaya,  complete  cessation  of  effort, 
activity,  consciousness  and  absolute  cessation  of  the  soul  from  body, 
manas,  etc.  This  state  of  pure  existence  to  which  the  liberated  souls 
attain  is  compared  to  the  state  of  deep  dreamless  sleep. 7  This  state 
of  abstract  existence,  without  knowledge  and  joy,  is,  however,  said  to 
be  one  of  great  glory,  as  the  soul  possesses  the  general  qualities  of 
vibhutva,  or  ubiquity,  though  not  the  specific  ones  (vi£esaguna)  of  know¬ 
ledge,  desire  and  will.  Vatsyayana  criticises  the  theory  that  freedom 
consists  in  the  manifestation  of  the  soul’s  happiness  on  the  ground  that 
there  is  neither  evidence  nor  justification  for  it.  If  there  is  a  cause  for 
the  manifestation  of  happiness,  it  must  be  either  eternal  or  non-eternal. 
If  the  former,  then  there  would  be  no  difference  between  the  soul 
released  and  the  soul  bound.  If  the  cause  be  non-eternal,  what  can 
it  be  ?  Not  the  contact  of  soul  with  manas,  which  by  itself  brings 
about  nothing.  Other  aids  like  merit  have  to  be  admitted.  But  the 
product  of  non-eternal  merit  cannot  be  eternal.  When  the  merit  is 
exhausted,  its  product  of  pleasure  must  also  cease.8  It  is  a  state 
absolutely  free  even  from  cognitions,  which  are,  according  to  the 
Nyaya,  evanescent  and  productive  of  activity  and  so  bondage.  The 

1  N.B.,  iii.  2.  67.  *  N.B.,  iv.  1.  64.  3  i.  1.  9. 

4  Tad  abhayam,  ajaram,  amrtyupadam,  brahmaksemapraptih  (N.B., 

i.  1.  22). 

5  N.V.,  i.  1.  22.  See  also  N.B.,  iv.  1.  58.  Pleasure  is  a  quality  and  not 

a  constituent  of  the  soul,  according  to  Vacaspati.  See  N.V.T.T.,  i.  1.  22 

6  S.D.S  ,  xi. 

7  Su?uptasya  svapnadar§ane  kle^abhavavad  apavargali  (iv.  1.03) 

8  N.B.,  i.  1.  22.  See  also  Nyayakandali,  pp.  286-287. 
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SS.ilikhya  view,  that  freedom  is  a  state  of  pure  consciousness,  is  criticised 
on  the  ground  that  there  must  be  some  cause  for  the  emergence  of  this 
consciousness  ;  and  whatever  is  caused  is  non-eternal.  Besides,  the 
Samkhya  view  that  the  purusa  is  discriminated  from  prakrti  in  moksa, 
so  that  the  latter  ceases  to  function  and  the  former  rests  in  its  own 
nature,  credits  the  unintelligent  principle  of  prakrti  with  too  much 
wisdom.1 

The  critic  feels  that  the  moksa  of  the  Naiyayikas  is  a  word 
without  meaning.  There  is  not  very  much  to  distinguish  the 
Nyaya  philosophy  from  materialism.  It  regards  the  individual 
as  neither  the  soul  nor  the  body,  but  the  result  of  their  union. 
When  there  is  a  separation  between  soul  and  body,  “  nothing 
whatever  can  happen  to  excite  sensation,”  as  Lucretius  says, 
“  not  if  earth  shall  be  mingled  with  sea  and  sea  with  heaven.” 
The  peace  of  extinguished  consciousness  may  be  the  peace  of 
death.  The  sleep  without  dreams  is  a  state  of  torpor,  and  we 
may  as  well  say  that  a  stone  is  enjoying  supreme  felicity  in 
a  sound  sleep  without  any  disturbing  dreams.  The  state  of 
painless,  passionless  existence,  which  the  Nyaya  idealises, 
seems  to  be  a  mere  parody  of  what  man  dreams  to  be.  To 
lose  sensations,  passions,  interests,  to  be  free  from  the  con¬ 
ditions  of  space  and  time,  is  certainly  different  from  being 
born  anew  in  God.  Men  of  a  feeling  heart  shun  such  a  monster 
as  cast  of  brass,  which  may  find  a  fit  dwelling  in  a  sanctuary 
filled  with  the  statues  of  gods.  The  Vedantin,  to  whatever 
school  he  belongs,  argues  that  freedom  consists  in  quitting 
this  frail,  perishable  individuality  to  be  taken  up  into  the 
being  of  the  infinite.  Naiyayikas  are  anxious  to  make  out 
that  the  condition  of  freedom  is  one  of  bliss,2  but  they  cannot 
do  so  until  they  revise  their  conception  of  the  soul’s  relation 
to  consciousness. 


XXIII 

Some  Critical  Considerations  on  the  Nyaya  Theory  of 
the  Soul  and  Its  Relation  to  Consciousness 

The  Naiyayika  is  not  clear  about  the  status  of  conscious¬ 
ness  in  his  theory.  He  regards  the  soul  by  itself  as  unconscious, 
and  argues  that  consciousness  is  produced  by  the  reaction  of 

1  N.S.,  iii.  2.  73-78.  *  Nydyasdra,  pp.  39-41.  Cp.  also  N.B.,  i.  1.  22. 


THE  LOGICAL  REALISM  OF  THE  NYAYA  153 


the  self  to  organic  nature.  He  assumes  the  reality  of  a  soul 
substance  to  account  for  the  unity  of  our  consciousness.  Our 
consciousness  is  not  the  same  for  two  moments,  and  there  are 
periods  when  it  often  lapses  altogether.  Yet  there  seems  to 
be  an  identity  which  makes  us  remember  things  and  say  that 
we  are  the  same  in  childhood  and  old  age.  To  explain  this 
phenomenon,  the  Naiyayika  assumes  an  eternal  self -substance, 
which  remains  the  same,  though  conscious  states  supervene 
one  upon  another.  But  can  the  soul  be  unconscious  and  yet 
be  able  to  recognise  ?  If  in  sleep  and  such  other  states  there 
is  a  complete  breach  of  our  conscious  life,  and  if  the  soul  were 
an  unconscious  substance,  how  can  the  phenomenon  of  recog¬ 
nition  be  accounted  for  ?  If  the  self  assumed  by  the  Naiyayika 
were  not  an  eternal  consciousness  witnessing  the  series  of 
mental  states,  it  cannot  recognise  or  remember.  As  Samkara 
says  :  “  Even  for  him  who  maintains  that  consciousness  fails  in 
those  states,  it  is  not  possible  to  speak  of  a  failure  not  wit¬ 
nessed  by  consciousness.”  1  The  self  must  be  an  uninterrupted 
consciousness  which  never  takes  a  holiday.  The  Naiyayika  is 
right  in  holding  that,  if  consciousness  means  a  succession  of 
states  of  consciousness  of  something  observed  either  by  itself 
or  from  outside,  then  it  is  not  the  fundamental  reality,  the 
subject  which  is  eternal  and  self-sufficient.  But  this  latter 
principle  need  not  be  beyond  consciousness.  An  unconscious 
soul  registering  the  traces  left  by  conscious  states,  is  on  the 
same  level  with  the  brain  retaining  the  impressions  of  con¬ 
scious  occurrences.  If  the  self  is  not  to  be  viewed  as  a  constant 
consciousness,  then  we  need  not  assume  it  at  all.  The  brain 
cells  of  the  organism  may  serve  as  the  basis  of  memory  and 
recognition.  But  the  Naiyayika  is  not  satisfied  with  such  a 
solution,  and  therefore  he  has  to  admit  a  conscious  subject 
or  self.  This  seems  to  be  the  implication  of  his  view  of  the 
self  as  an  immaterial  substance.  It  is  said  to  be  spiritual, 
and  it  is  necessary  to  admit  that  it  is  conscious,  though  not 
in  the  empirical  sense.  The  Naiyayika  is  anxious  that  the 
eternal  self  should  not  be  identified  with  fleeting  cognitions. 
The  spiritual  reality  of  the  self  is  not  to  be  confused  with  the 
transitory  mental  states.  The  self  is  not  always  qualified  by 
these  passing  mental  phenomena.  But  if  it  is  to  serve  the 

*  S.B.,  ii.  3.  18. 
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purpose  for  which  it  is  assumed,  then  it  must  be  of  the  nature 
of  consciousness.  The  Samkhya  view  is,  on  this  point,  a  step 
in  advance  of  the  Nyaya. 

Unless  we  assume  the  reality  of  self  as  consciousness,  the 
explanation  of  consciousness  becomes  difficult.  We  cannot 
make  consciousness  a  tertium  quid,  a  sort  of  mechanical  glow 
which  arises  when  two  unconscious  substances,  soul  and 
matter,  interact.  If  the  soul  by  itself  is  not  conscious,  and 
if  consciousness  is  induced  in  it  by  the  action  of  the  outer 
world  on  it,  there  is  nothing  to  distinguish  the  Nyaya  theory 
from  materialism,  say  as  it  may  that  consciousness  is  not 
a  mere  by-product  of  the  brain.  Consciousness  is  furthest 
removed  from  materiality,  and  we  cannot  find  any  mechanical 
equivalent  to  it.  It  is  inconceivable  how  material  and  non¬ 
material  entities  interact.  When  we  pass  from  a  material 
event  to  a  psychical  state,  we  step  from  one  world  into  another 
incommensurable  one.  It  is  no  explanation  to  say  that 
conscious  states  are  epiphenomena  produced  by  the  inter¬ 
action  of  two  unconscious  substances,  soul  and  manas.  The 
soul  is  infinite  and  partless  (niravayava),  the  manas  is  atomic 
and  partless,  and  how  can  we  conceive  the  interaction  between 
the  two  ?  1  If  consciousness  is  something  originated  in  the 
infinitely  extended  self,  is  the  substrate  of  this  consciousness 
the  self  in  its  whole  extent,  or  a  part  particularised  by  the 
body  ?  The  former  is  not  admissible,  since  then  all  things 
should  present  themselves  to  consciousness  all  at  once.  The 
latter  is  not  admissible,  since  the  self  has  no  parts.  It  is  no 
use  taking  shelter  under  the  determining  character  of  merit 
and  demerit,  for  these  can  have  little  to  do  with  the  appre¬ 
hension  of  the  sea  or  the  sky  or  the  rivers  or  the  mountains. 
Samkara  urges  several  objections.  Since  every  soul  is  omni¬ 
present,  the  manas  connected  with  one  soul  must  be  connected 
with  all  souls,  with  the  result  that  all  souls  should  have  the 
same  experiences.  Since  all  souls  are  all-pervading,  they 
must  be  in  all  bodies  as  well.  Many  all-pervading  souls  must 
be  regarded  as  occupying  the  same  space.2  If  consciousness 

1  S.B.,  ii.  2.  17.  In  the  state  of  pralaya,  or  destruction,  the  souls  are 
not  supposed  to  be  in  contact  with  atoms.  How  do  they  retain  the  traces 
of  their  past  ?  Does  the  manas  retain  them,  and  is  the  manas  with  the 
soul  in  the  pralaya  as  well 

*  S  B.,  ii.  3.  50-53. 
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is  traced  to  the  action  of  the  self  on  man  as,  which  is  material 
in  nature,  then  the  soul  must  be  looked  upon  as  sharing  the 
character  of  consciousness,  for  two  material  bodies,  when  they 
come  into  contact  with  each  other,  can  only  produce  a  material 
phenomenon.  If  we  wish  to  escape  from  the  charge  of 
materialism,  which  makes  intelligence  the  unpurposed  effect 
of  a  blind  dance  of  atoms  or  electrons,  we  have  to  assume  the 
independence  of  consciousness.  The  soul  must  be  regarded 
as  a  spirit  unceasingly  active,  though  we  may  not  be  aware 
of  its  activity.  Forgetfulness  and  falsehood  require  explana¬ 
tion,  and  not  memory  and  knowledge 

If  we  distinguish  soul  and  body,  we  have  to  rely  upon  the 
conception  of  adrsta  or  Descartes’s  deus  ex  machina  to  account 
for  their  interaction.  According  to  the  Nyaya,  the  soul  as  vibhu 
or  all-pervading,  is  always  in  contact  with  manas,  and  cog¬ 
nitions  arise  when  manas  comes  into  contact  with  sense-organs. 
Manas  is  on  the  one  side,  joined  to  the  sense-organs,  and,  on 
the  other,  to  the  soul.  How  it  is  able  to  do  this  is  a  mystery 
which  the  Naiyayika  solves  by  appealing  to  the  power  of  God. 

The  Nyaya  regards  soul  and  body  as  not  only  distinct  but 
as  co-ordinately  real.  It  adopts  the  theory  of  a  separable  soul 
inhabiting  a  body  which  is  to  be  defined  in  terms  of  matter. 
In  the  human  organism,  soul  and  body  cannot  be  regarded  as 
of  equal  rank.  Nor  are  they  exclusive.  The  soul  is  not 
something  added  from  outside  to  the  machine  of  the  body. 
The  Naiyayika  believes  in  a  more  organic  connection  between 
the  spiritual  and  the  physical  aspects  of  human  nature.1 
According  to  the  theory  advocated  by  the  Nyaya  and  the 
Vaisesika,  matter  is  the  vehicle  and  instrument  for  the  expres¬ 
sion  of  ideal  purposes.  There  is  more  of  meaning  and  value 
in  spirit  than  in  matter,  and  therefore  more  of  reality.  The 
distinction  between  soul  and  body  has  to  be  viewed  as  one 
of  higher  and  lower  levels  of  experience. 

The  Naiyayika  is  aware  that  consciousness  is  the  basis 
and  prius  of  all  experience.  It  is  not  a  fact  among  facts,  like 
the  sun  or  the  earth,  but  the  necessary  ground  of  reference 
of  all  facts.  Buddhi,  instead  of  being  a  mere  quality  induced 
in  the  self  by  the  action  of  the  outer  objects,  is  the  necessary 
basis  of  all  experience.  Annam  Bhatta  defines  it  as  the 

1  N.B.,  iii.  2.  6o. 

6 


vol.  n 
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“  condition  of  all  experience  ”  (sarvavvavaharahetuh).1 
Sivaditya  defines  buddhi  as  “  the  illuminating  principle 
belonging  to  the  soul/1  2  which  the  commentator  Jinavardhana 
explains  more  clearly  as  “of  the  nature  of  light,  since  it 
dispels  the  darkness  of  ignorance  and  illuminates  all  objects."  3 
What  is  prior  to  all  experience  cannot  be  derived  from  experi¬ 
ence.  While  the  particular  ideas  and  beliefs  may  be  conse¬ 
quent  upon  environmental  conditions,  the  latter  by  themselves 
cannot  account  for  them  apart  from  the  basis  of  consciousness. 
Buddhi  as  defined  by  the  Nyaya  belongs  to  the  subject  side.4 
It  is  not  a  temporary  phase,  but  the  essential  nature  of  the 
subject  which  can  never  become  the  object,  the  universal 
consciousness,  apart  from  which  neither  finite  individuals  nor 
objects  are  possible. 

If  consciousness  is  the  basis  of  all  experience,  the  founda¬ 
tional  reality  within  which  the  finite  selves  and  the  objects 
of  which  they  are  conscious  fall,  it  is  more  than  finite.  The 
individual  subject  and  the  object  are  fragmentary  phases  of 
the  infinite,  which  are  ever  changing.  The  self  which  the 
Nyaya  assumes  to  account  for  the  synthesis  of  the  manifold 
experiences  of  life,  is  of  the  nature  of  consciousness  which 
makes  possible  all  experience.  We  cannot  call  it  a  substance, 
since  that  would  be  to  apply  to  it  conceptions  valid  only  in 
the  world  of  experience,  seeing  that  it  is  in  virtue  of  the 
presence  of  this  constant  consciousness  that  a  world  of  experi¬ 
ence  is  possible.  If  we  include  within  this  experience  that 
which  is  superior  to  it  and  at  the  same  time  constitutes  it, 
the  self  becomes  a  thinking  substance  with  other  things 
outside  it. 

A  distinction  will  have  to  be  made  between  the  self  as 
pure  consciousness,  common  to  all  individuals,  and  the  finite 
selves  which  have  a  historical  existence.  The  self  of  the 
Naiyayika  is  something  which  grows,  is  plastic  and  has  a 

1  Tarkasamgraha,  43.  Govardhana,  in  his  Nydyabodhim,  regards  vyava- 
hara  as  equivalent  to  Sabdaprayoga,  or  whatever  can  be  expressed  through 
words,  though  this  view  is  too  narrow. 

2  Atmasrayah  prakasah.  Saptapadarthi,  93.  Cp.  Annam  Bhatta’s 
definition  of  Atman  as  jnanadhikaranam  ( Tarkasamgraha ,  17). 

3  Ajnanandhakara  -  tiraskarakaraka  -  sakalapadarthasyarthaprakasakah 
pradlpa  iva  dedipyamano  yal?  prakasah  sa  buddhi]?. 

4  N.V.,  iii.  2.  19. 
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history.  The  arguments  that  what  has  a  beginning  will  have 
an  end,  what  is  put  together  is  liable  to  dissolution  and  decay, 
and  that  the  simple  can  in  no  manner  be  dissolved  or  destroyed, 
prove  the  eternal  character  of  the  pure  self,  and  not  that  of 
the  historical  souls.  The  latter  have  ends  and  ideals  which 
determine  their  reactions  to  the  conditions  of  life.  The 
susceptibility  of  the  finite  individual  to  particular  emotions 
and  the  obstacles  which  impede  its  activity  are  due  to  his¬ 
torical  circumstances.  The  kind  of  permanence  which  the 
growing  individuals  possess  is  not  to  be  confused  with  the 
constancy  of  the  pure  self.  The  relatively  fixed  character  of 
the  nature  of  the  finite  selves  is  derived  from  external  factors. 
The  self-enclosed  historical  selves  are  infinite  in  number.  A 
sure  philosophic  instinct  guides  the  Naiyayika  when  he  regards 
the  limits  of  individual  and  physical  particularity  as  accidents 
of  the  self,  which  it  will  be  freed  from  when  it  is  delivered 
from  the  curse  of  mortality.  The  defining  character  of  the 
self  must  persist,  whether  it  is  in  a  state  of  freedom  or  bondage. 
Since  the  nature  of  the  self  transcends  our  knowledge,  we  feel 
that  what  remains  after  eliminating  the  intellectual,  emotional 
and  volitional  impulses,  is  a  mere  blank.  The  Naiyayika  is, 
however,  convinced  that  the  basis  of  the  accidental  properties 
is  something  real.  It  is  the  relation  to  the  object  that  hides 
the  truth  of  the  self.  The  self  in  us  is  clouded  by  the  passive 
element  of  matter.  The  Naiyayika  is  right  in  his  view  that 
the  spirit  is  immortal,  though  he  is  wrong  in  confusing  it 
with  the  jivatman,  which  has  no  recollection  of  the  former  life, 
any  more  than  of  the  uninterrupted  presence  of  consciousness. 
While  the  atman  in  us  is  the  universal  spirit,  the  identical 
self,  yet  the  faculty  which  receives  impressions  is,  because 
of  its  receptivity,  something  dependent,  passive,  perishable, 
partaking  more  of  the  nature  of  matter  The  atman  or  the 
self  in  us  which  is  regarded  as  immaterial  cannot  admit  of  any 
suspension  of  its  activity.  It  is  not  subject  to  enfeeblement 
or  corruption,  while  the  manas,  like  the  body  which  houses 
it  and  the  associated  organs,  is  of  a  different  character.  The 
facts  experienced  by  each  soul  are  different,  since  the  souls 
are  attached  to  different  organs  of  thought.  If  the  soul  is 
freed  from  its  association  with  manas,  then  all  objects  would 
reach  consciousness  simultaneously,  and  the  contents  of  all 
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souls  which  are  omnipresent  would  be  the  same.  This  uni¬ 
versal  content  is  grasped  by  each  finite  soul  from  one  peculiar 
point  of  view  determined  by  the  spatio-temporal  order  in 
which  each  soul  is  placed.  The  view  which  Visvanatha  assigns 
to  the  Vedantin,  that  the  self  is  knowledge,  while  all  objects 
are  but  special  forms  of  it  determined  by  historical  circum¬ 
stances,  is  unavoidable.1 

That  the  exclusiveness  of  the  jivatman  is  not  its  essential 
property  comes  out  from  the  fact  of  knowledge  itself.  If  each 
soul  is  a  distinct  spiritual  unit  with  a  peculiar  manas,  we 
cannot  be  sure  that  the  worlds  which  they  perceive  are  all 
one.  If  each  unit  makes  a  world  for  itself,  a  radical  pluralism, 
where  there  are  as  many  worlds  as  there  are  units,  would 
result.  The  Nyaya  is  anxious  to  escape  from  subjectivism, 
and  believes  that  we  all  know  a  common  world.  In  other 
words,  we  are  able  to  transcend  the  limits  of  the  here  and  the 
now,  rise  above  the  contingent,  the  particular  and  the  frag¬ 
mentary,  to  the  necessary,  the  universal  and  the  infinite.  All 
knowledge  has  an  element  of  the  necessary,  something  that 
must  be.  The  knowing  self  cannot  be  finite.  The  relation 
of  the  finite  subject  to  the  world  is  not  static.  The  finite 
consciousness  is  never  complete,  and  is  therefore  ever  at  unrest 
with  itself.  The  characteristic  of  finite  thought  is  to  be  con¬ 
tinuously  self-transforming.  Human  thinking  is  dialectical 
in  its  procedure,  always  attempting  to  negate  the  relatively 
static  character  of  what  is  external  to  it.  All  that  seems 
eternal  to  consciousness  is  not  really  so.  That  we  are  dis¬ 
contented  with  what  we  are,  is  a  claim  to  what  we  ought  to 
be.  To  try  to  get  beyond  the  merely  empirical  order  of 
things  and  events  is  to  aim  at  a  more  fundamental  reality, 
which  is  nothing  else  than  the  supreme  consciousness  which 
regards  nothing  as  alien  to  itself.  The  Naiyayika  distinguishes 
the  pure  self  from  the  historical  individuality  dependent  on 
the  ideals  and  beliefs  which  give,  so  to  say,  a  sort  of  concretion 

1  Nan  vastu  vijnanam  eva  atma  tasya  svatah  prakasarupatvac  ceta- 
natvam  Jnanasukhadikam  tu  tasyaivakaravisesah.  Tasyapi  bhavatvad 
eva  ksanikatvam  purvapurvavijnanasyottaravijnane  hetutvat  ( Siddhanta - 
muktavali,  49).  The  self  is  knowledge  indeed.  Its  character  as  knowledge 
is  proved  by  its  self -manifestation.  Knowledge  of  this  or  that  object, 
happiness,  etc.,  are  special  forms  of  it.  Being  simply  objects,  they  are 
transitory,  the  preceding  mental  states  causing  the  succeeding  ones. 
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to  the  pure  self.  If  we  are  able  to  distinguish  at  any  moment 
the  nature  of  the  finite  seif,  it  is  through  its  organic  character 
and  ideals,  determined  by  its  past  history  and  environmental 
conditions.  But  these  individualising  conditions  of  the  ideals, 
the  organism  and  the  environment,  are  admitted  by  the 
Naiyayika  to  be  different  from  the  true  self,  though  resting 
on  it.  The  Naiyayika  has  logically  to  admit  that  the  doctrine 
of  the  plurality  of  selves  is  based  on  the  accidental  properties 
of  the  self,  and  it  will  have  to  be  given  up  when  the  essential 
nature  of  the  self  is  emphasised.  The  historical  point  of  view 
which  is  not  ultimate  yields  a  pluralistic  conception  of  the 
universe  ;  the  metaphysical  point  of  view  which  is  ultimate 
transcends  pluralism.  The  Nyaya  argument,  that  the  supreme 
self  cannot  be  one,  since  on  that  view  there  will  be  a  confusion 
of  the  different  experiences  of  pleasure — pain,  cannot  be  pressed, 
since  the  distinction  of  historical  selves  is  not  denied.  The 
many  minds  determine  the  different  souls,  which  in  their 
turn  are  said  to  mould  into  shape  the  universe  by  their  deeds. 
While  the  individual  souls  are  not  in  touch  with  all  aspects 
of  the  universe,  Sridhara  admits  that  there  must  be  at  least 
one  soul  which  has  the  whole  universe  for  its  sphere  of  experi¬ 
ence.  This  soul  has  not  any  general  relation  to  all  things, 
but  has  intimate  relation  with  and  control  over  all.1  In 
essence  all  souls  are  one.  The  empirical  differences  which  we 
notice  among  the  souls  are  determined  by  the  intimate  and 
special  relations  into  which  the  souls,  which  are  in  general 
touch  with  all  things,  enter. 

To  assume  the  fundamental  reality  of  the  universal  con¬ 
sciousness  or  self  is  not  to  support  the  doctrine  of  subjectivism. 
To  base  the  distinction  of  subject  and  object  on  the  reality 
of  the  universal  self  is  not  to  deny  that  the  earth  and  the 
planets  spun  on  their  axes  and  waltzed  round  the  sun  aeons 
before  there  was  a  living  plant  to  respond  to  the  light  of  the 
sun  or  a  sentient  eye  to  translate  solar  energy  into  light. 

The  Nyaya  cannot  account  for  experience  so  long  as  it 
regards  consciousness  as  a  mere  property  of  the  soul.  Self, 
as  universal  consciousness,  is  to  be  admitted,  if  experience  is 
to  be  rendered  intelligible.  The  Nyaya  is  right  when  it  says 
that  environmental  conditions  lead  to  the  development  of 

1  Nydyakandali,  p.  88. 
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certain  ideas  and  beliefs,  and  the  development  constitutes  the 
historicity  of  human  nature.  This  human  nature,  however, 
is  not  the  subject  of  all  consciousness,  but  is  a  development 
within  consciousness  determined  through  an  objective  medium. 
The  distinctness  of  the  souls  is  due  to  the  earthly  life  in  which 
they  partake.  The  finite  beings,  though  rooted  in  matter, 
strive  to  flower  in  spirit.  The  perfected  souls  live  within  the 
spirit’s  fire  when  the  smoke  of  their  bodies  passes  away.  Nor 
have  we  on  this  view  the  danger  that  the  freed  soul  is  empty- 
handed.  The  distinction  of  one  and  many  has  no  meaning, 
so  far  as  the  freed  condition  of  the  souls  is  conceived.  It  is 
to  some  such  view  that  we  are  led,  if  we  try  to  carry  out  the 
central  teaching  of  the  Nyaya  philosophy  and  rid  it  of  its 
inconsistencies,  though  the  Nyaya  thinkers  themselves  were 
not  clearly  aware  of  it. 


XXIV 

Ethics 

The  Nyaya  thinkers  do  not  draw  a  hard  and  fast  line  of 
distinction  between  will  and  intellect.  Intellect  is  no  more 
a  passive  agent  receiving  or  reflecting  objects  presented  to  it 
than  will  is  a  mysterious  power  which  comes  into  operation 
after  the  intellect  presents  objects  to  it.  All  knowledge  is 
purposive  and  even  as  we  cognise  objects  we  like  or  dislike 
them,  try  to  obtain  or  avoid  them.  When  we  think  an  object, 
we  at  the  same  time  value  it  and  adopt  a  definite  practical 
attitude  to  it.  Ethics  deals  with  the  practical  side  of  man’s 
life,  more  especially  with  voluntary  activities. 

A  psychological  analysis  of  the  nature  of  volition  is  given  in  some 
Ny&ya  treatises.  Vi^vanatha  1  mentions  a  number  of  conditions  of 
iccha  or  desire.  We  do  not  desire  impossible  things.  Only  children 
cry  for  the  moon.  As  a  rule  we  desire  things  which  seem  to  be  within 
our  reach.2  Again,  the  objects  willed  are  recognised  to  be  desirable, 
as  conductive  to  the  good  of  the  agent. 3  Even  when  we  will  to 
commit  suicide,  or  drive  a  thorn  into  our  flesh,  it  is  because  we  believe 
in  the  value  of  these  objects.  Nothing  has  value  except  in  relation  to 
a  subject,  though  the  subject  may  look  upon  suicide  and  such  other 
courses  of  conduct  as  conducive  to  his  welfare,  in  an  abnormal  state 


T  Siddhdntamuktavali,  146-150. 
3  I^tasadhanatajnana. 


*  Kftisadhyatajnana. 
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of  mind.1  Whatever  other  judgment  may  be  passed  on  it  later,  at 
the  time  of  the  volition  the  object  must  be  regarded  as  desirable. 
In  determining  the  desirability  of  a  plan  of  action,  we  take  into 
account  all  its  consequences  and  make  sure  that  its  adoption  will 
not  be  accompanied  by  greater  evil.2  When  an  object  threatens 
to  yield  more  harm,  we  do  not  care  to  pursue  it.  d  his  condition 
involves  a  careful  survey  of  the  consequences  of  the  proposed  course 
of  action. 

Voluntary  activities  which  are  instinctive  3  and  automatic, 
where  the  operation  of  will  (svecchadhinatva)  is  absent,  are 
not,  strictly  speaking,  the  objects  of  moral  judgment.  The 
soul  is  not  the  victim  of  desires  and  aversions  which  flood 
upon  it  from  outward  sources.  If  the  soul  were  by  itself  an 
unconscious  entity,  then  its  aversions  and  the  preferences  may 
be  regarded  as  the  destiny  which  drags  the  soul  along  in  its 
train.  The  Nyaya  assumes  a  power  of  initiative,  selection 
and  choice,  implying  thereby  that  the  nature  of  the  soul  is 
spiritual  freedom.  Vatsyayana  combats  the  view  which  traces 
all  events  to  the  direct  intervention  of  God,  providing  no 
room  for  human  effort  (purusakara) .  4  The  human  will  is 
efficient  enough,  though  it  works  under  the  control  of  God. 
Vatsyayana  refutes  the  notion  that  the  will  works  without 
any  cause.  5 

All  acts  have  for  their  motive  (prayojana)  6  the  desire  to 
obtain  pleasure  (sukhaprapti)  and  avoid  pain  (duhkhapari- 
hara).  Pain,  the  cause  of  uneasiness,?  is  the  sign  that  the  soul 
is  not  at  rest  with  itself.  The  highest  good  is  deliverance 
from  pain  and  not  the  enjoyment  of  pleasure,  for  pleasure  is 
always  mixed  up  with  pain.^  Samsara  is  of  the  nature  of 

1  Rogadusitacittah. 

1  Balavad  anistananubandhitvajhana.  This  is  ambiguous,  and  may 
mean  either  the  consciousness  of  the  absence  of  evil  (anisfa  ajanakatvajnana) 
or  the  absence  of  the  consciousness  of  any  evil  (anistajanakatvajnanabhava). 
Visvanatha  inclines  to  the  latter  view. 

3  Jivanayonipurvaka,  152.  4  N.B.,  iv.  1.  19-21. 

5  N.B.,  iv.  1.  22-24. 

6  N.B.  and  N.V.,  i.  1.  24,  on  it  ;  also  N.B.,  iii.  2.  32-37. 

7  i.  1.  21. 

8  S.D.S.,  xi.  Uddyotakara  somewhat  modifies  the  view.  "  If  there 
were  no  pleasure,  merit  would  be  entirely  useless.  .  .  .  Nor  will  it  be  right 
to  regard  the  mere  negation  of  pain  as  the  result  of  merit,  since  then  the 
result  of  merit  will  be  a  merely  negative  entity.  In  ordinary  life  we  hud 
a  twofold  activity  among  men.  One  acts  with  a  view  to  obtain  something 
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suffering,  though  it  may  seem  on  occasions  to  be  pleasant. 
To  escape  from  samsara  is  to  attain  the  highest  good.  "  Pain, 
birth,  activity,  faults,  false  notions  :  on  the  successive  annihila¬ 
tion  of  these  in  turn,  there  is  the  annihilation  of  the  one 
next  before  it.”  1  Pain  (duhkha)  is  the  result  of  birth  (janma), 
which  is  the  result  of  activity  (pravrtti).  All  activity,  good  or 
bad,  binds  us  to  the  chain  of  samsara  and  leads  to  some  kind 
of  birth,  high  or  low.  The  Naiyayika  blushes  that  he  has  a 
body,  and  declares  with  Novalis  that  "  life  is  a  disease  of  the 
spirit,  an  activity  excited  by  passion.”  The  activity  is  due 
to  the  defects  of  aversion  (dvesa),  attachment  (raga)  and 
stupidity  (moha).  Aversion  includes  anger,  envy,  malignity, 
hatred  and  implacability.  Attachment  includes  lust,  avarice, 
avidity  and  covetousness.  Stupidity  includes  misapprehen¬ 
sion,  suspicion,  conceit  and  carelessness.  Stupidity  is  the 
worst  since  it  breeds  aversion  and  attachment.2  Through 
these  defects,  we  forget  that  there  is  nothing  agreeable  or 
disagreeable  to  the  soul  and  come  to  like  and  dislike  objects. 
The  cause  of  these  defects  is  false  knowledge  (mithyajnana) 
about  the  nature  of  the  soul,  pain,  pleasure,  etc.  To  attain 
the  timeless  condition  of  freedom,  which  is  the  only  real  value, 
we  must  put  an  end  to  the  chain  which  begins  with  false 
notions  and  ends  with  pain.  When  false  knowledge  dis¬ 
appears,  faults  pass  away.  With  their  disappearance,  activity 
has  no  raison  d’etre ,  and  so  there  is  no  chance  of  birth. 
Cessation  of  birth  means  abolition  of  pain,  which  is  another 
name  for  final  bliss.  3 

So  long  as  we  act,  we  are  under  the  sway  of  attachment 
and  aversion  and  cannot  attain  the  highest  good.  The  hatred 
of  pain  is  still  hatred  and  the  attachment  to  pleasure  is  still 


desirable,  while  another  acts  with  a  view  to  avoid  the  undesirable  ;  and  if 
there  were  nothing  desirable,  this  twofold  activity  would  not  be  possible. 
Again  (if  there  were  no  pleasure),  there  could  be  no  such  advice,  as  that 
pleasure  should  be  looked  upon  as  pain  ;  lastly,  there  could  be  no  attach¬ 
ment,  since  no  one  is  ever  attached  to  pain  ”  (N.V.,  i.  i.  21).  3ridhara 
does  not  agree  with  the  view  that  pleasure  is  the  mere  absence  of  pain  in  view 
of  the  positive  experience  of  bliss  and  the  twofold  activities  of  men  ( Nydya - 
kandall,  p.  260). 

1  N  S-  i-  i-  2  ;  iv.  1.  68.  Cp.  with  this  the  Buddhist  chain  of  causation 

(Visuddhimagga,  xix). 

*  iv.  1.  3-9. 


J  N.B.,  iii.  2.  67  ;  iv.  1.  6  ;  iv.  2.  ?. 
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attachment  and,  so  long  as  these  are  operative,  the  highest 
good  is  beyond  our  reach. 

The  Naiyayika  asks  us  to  suppress  all  sense  of  separate¬ 
ness,  for  he  allows  that  the  activities  of  one  whose  defects  are 
overcome  do  not  tend  to  rebirth.1  Those  who  are  saved  in 
this  life  go  on  performing  work  as  long  as  they  are  in  body, 
and  this  work  does  not  bind  them.  So  long  as  we  cling  to 
individuality  and  accumulate  virtue  to  become  Indra  or 
Brahma,  we  are  bound  to  the  circuit,  for  even  the  states  of 
Indra  and  Brahma  have  an  end.  The  highest  good  consists 
in  freedom  from  all  sense  of  separateness. 

The  realisation  of  true  knowledge  does  not  mean  an 
immediate  escape  from  samsara.  The  desert  which  is  the 
basis  of  the  connection  between  the  soul  and  the  body  must 
be  completely  exhausted,  thus  destroying  every  chance  of  a 
revival  of  connection  between  the  two.2 

While  the  only  good  is  thus  freedom  from  individuality, 
all  courses  of  conduct  which  tend  to  this  are  said  to  be  good, 
and  those  which  lead  in  the  opposite  direction  bad.  Activities 
are  distinguished  into  those  of  speech,  mind  and  body,  and 
each  of  them  is  divided  into  good  and  bad. 3  The  essence  of 
moral  evil  lies  in  the  conscious  choice  of  the  evil  in  preference 
to  the  good.  Under  the  influence  of  strong  passion  (utkata- 
raga),  we  misconceive  the  painful  effects  of  sin  and  fall  a  prey 
to  the  attractions  of  pleasure. 

The  adoption  of  virtuous  activities  will  enable  one  to 
discriminate  the  soul  from  the  body  and  the  senses.  True 
knowledge,  so  much  insisted  on,  is  not  a  matter  of  mere 
intellectual  opinion,  but  a  kind  of  general  attitude.  False 
knowledge  and  selfish  attitude  go  together.  4  True  knowledge 
and  unselfishness  are  organically  related.  This  true  knowledge 
cannot  be  acquired  from  books,  but  only  through  meditation 

*  N.S.,  iv.  i  64.  a  N.S.,  iv.  1.  19-21. 

3  i.  1.  17.  Charity,  protection  and  service  are  good  bodily  activities, 
while  murder,  theft  and  adultery  are  bad.  Speaking  the  true,  the  useful 
and  the  pleasant  and  study  of  sacred  books  are  good  activities  relating  to 
speech,  while  lying,  using  harsh  language,  and  slandering  and  indulging  in 
frivolous  talk  are  bad.  Compassion,  generosity  and  devotion  are  good 
activities  of  the  mind,  while  those  of  malice,  covetousness  and  scepticism 
are  bad. 

4  N.V.,  iv.  2.  2. 

vol.  nj 
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and  increase  of  righteousness.1  In  addition  to  study  and 
reflection,2 * 4 5  yoga  practices  are  enjoined. 3  Uddyotakara  advises 
scriptural  study,  philosophic  thought  and  meditation.  4  We 
are  sometimes  asked  to  refrain  from  worldly  pleasures,  renounce 
all  desires,  retire  to  a  forest  and  make  our  souls  the  sacrificial 
fire  in  which  oui  physical  actions  are  offered  as  oblations. 
Bhakti  as  a  means  of  securing  peace  and  happiness  is  per¬ 
mitted.  Though  God  does  not  interfere,  the  act  of  devotion 
brings  its  own  reward.  5 

Like  the  other  systems  of  Hindu  thought,  the  Nyaya 
accepts  the  principle  of  karma,  and  believes  in  the  persistence 
of  the  results  of  our  activity.  Some  of  our  activities  produce 
their  results  immediately  like,  say,  the  act  of  cooking,  while 
others  take  a  longer  time  to  mature,  like  the  act  of  ploughing. 
Acts  of  piety  and  ceremonialism  are  of  the  latter  kind,  since 
attainment  of  heaven  is  not  possible  until  after  death.6 7  In 
the  interval  the  causes  have  not  disappeared,  but  persist  in 
the  form  of  dharma  and  adharma.  “  Prior  to  the  actual 
accomplishment  of  fruition,  there  would  be  something  (in  the 
shape  of  an  intermediary)  just  as  there  is  in  the  case  of  the 
fruit  of  the  trees.”  7  The  adrsta,  or  the  unseen  quality,  is 
not  different  from  karma  ;  for,  if  so,  “  even  after  final  release 
there  would  be  a  likelihood  of  a  body  being  produced.”  8  The 
bodies  which  the  souls  assume  are  determined  by  their  past 
karma.  The  body  gives  the  name  to  the  soul,  which,  though 
neither  man  nor  horse,  is  yet  called  man  or  horse  according 

1  N.B.,  iv.  2.  3,8  and  41.  *  N.I3.,  iv.  2.  47. 

3  N.B.,  iv  2,  46.  The  Naiyayikas  are  also  called  yogas.  “  Naiyayi- 

kanarii  yogaparabhidhananam  ”  (Gunaratna’s  Saddarsanasamuccayavrtti ) 
See  also  his  Tarkarahasyadipikd.  Vatsyayana  mentions  the  Nyaya  view 
under  yoga  in  i.  1.  29. 

4  N.V.,  i.  1.  2. 

5  Nyayasara,  pp.  38,  40-41  ;  and  S.S.S.S.,  vi.  10-21,  and  40-44. 

6  Uddyotakara  writes  :  “  In  cases  where  the  action  does  not  bring 

about  the  effect  immediately,  this  is  due  to  the  obstruction  caused  by  the 
peculiar  circumstances  attending  the  karmic  residuum  that  is  undergoing 
fruition  or  the  obstruction  caused  by  the  fructifying  karmic  residuum  of 
other  living  beings  whose  experiences  are  akin  to  those  in  question, 
or  the  acts  being  obstructed  by  the  acts  of  those  other  living  beings 
who  may  be  sharers  in  the  karma  of  the  man  in  question,  or  because 
such  auxiliary  causes  as  merit  and  demerit  are  not  present  at  the  time " 
(N  V.,  iii.  2.  60). 

7  N.B.,  iv.  1.  47.  See  iv.  1.  44-54 


8  N.B  ,  iii.  2  68. 
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to  the  body  with  which  it  is  endowed.1  The  Nyaya-Vai£esika 
system  does  not  believe  in  any  subtle  body.  The  soul  passes 
from  one  frame  to  another  through  the  aid  of  manas,  which 
is  atomic  and  therefore  supersensuous,  and  is  not  seen  when 
it  leaves  the  body  on  death.  Since  the  souls  are  all-pervading, 
it  is  only  the  manas  that  can  be  said  to  proceed  to  the  new 
abode  of  fruition  in  rebirth. 

The  real,  according  to  the  Nyaya-Vaisesika,  is  a  complex 
of  souls  and  nature.  The  natural  order  is  not  the  product 
of  souls,  but  is  the  arrangement  of  a  God,  who  so  fashions  the 
atoms  as  to  make  the  natural  order  the  medium  for  the  souls’ 
experiences.  The  harmony  between  souls  and  nature  is  due 
to  divine  design. 


XXV 

Theology 

In  the  Nydya  Sutra,  we  find  only  a  casual  mention  of 
God,  which  justifies  the  suspicion  that  the  ancient  doctrine 
of  the  Nyaya  was  not  theistic.2  The  theory  of  divine  causality 
is  referred  to  in  the  Nydya  Sutra.*  While  Vatsyayana, 
Uddyotakara  and  ViWanatha  regard  it  as  the  Nyaya  view, 
Vacaspati,  Udayana  and  Vardhamana  interpret  is  as  a  criti¬ 
cism  of  the  Vedanta  view,  that  God  is  the  constituent  cause 
of  the  universe.  To  the  objection  that  man  does  not  often 
reap  fruits  proportionate  to  his  acts,  and  so  everything  seems 
to  depend  on  God’s  will  and  not  on  human  effort,  the  Nyaya 
says  that  human  acts  produce  their  results  under  the  control 
and  with  the  co-operation  of  God.  Vatsyayana  supports 
theism  when  he  declares  that  the  self  sees  all,  feels  all  and 
knows  all.  This  description  loses  all  meaning,  if  it  is  applied 
to  the  imperfect  individual  self.  4  Later  Naiyayikas  as  well  as 
Vai£esikas  are  frankly  thcistic  and  enter  into  a  discussion  of 

1  N  B.,  iii.  i  26. 

2  “  The  fundamental  textbooks  of  the  two  schools,  the  Vaise?ika  and 
the  Nyaya  Sutras,  originally  did  not  accept  the  existence  of  God  ;  it  was 
not  till  a  subsequent  period  that  the  two  systems  changed  to  theism, 
although  neither  ever  went  so  far  as  to  assume  a  creator  of  matter  "  (Garbe  : 
Philosophy  of  Ancient  India,  p.  23).  Muir  “  is  unable  to  say  if  the  ancient 
doctrine  of  the  NySya  was  theistic  ”  ( Original  Sanskrit  Texts,  vol.  iii,  p.  133) 

3  iv.  1.  19-21.  4  N.B.,  i.  1.  9  ;  iv.  1.  21. 
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the  nature  of  God  in  considering  the  theory  of  atman.  Annarh 
Bhatta  classifies  souls  into  two  kinds,  supreme  and  human. 
While  the  supreme  is  God,  one,  omniscient,  the  human  souls 
are  infinite  in  number,  different  in  each  body.1  God  is  looked 
upon  as  a  special  soul,  possessing  the  attributes  of  omnipotence 
and  omniscience,  by  which  he  guides  and  regulates  the 
universe.  Since  the  human  and  the  divine  souls  differ  in 
many  respects,  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the  original  authors, 
Gautama  and  Kanada,  meant  to  bring  together  these  two 
kinds  of  souls  under  one  comprehensive  class.  The  empirical 
tendency  and  the  dialectical  interests  of  the  Nyaya  are  respon¬ 
sible  for  its  practical  indifference  to  the  question  of  the  reality 
of  God.2 

Udayana’s  Kusumanjali  is  the  classic  statement  of  the 
Nyaya  proofs  for  the  existence  of  God.  It  sets  out,  in  the 
first  chapter,  certain  considerations  which  make  for  the  reality 
of  an  unseen  cause,  adrsta,  or  the  force  which  determines  our 
happiness  and  misery.3  Every  effect  depends  on  a  cause,  and 
so  there  must  be  a  cause  for  our  happiness  and  misery,  i 
Every  cause  is  an  effect  in  relation  to  its  preceding  cause, 
which  in  its  turn  is  the  effect  of  some  other  cause.  As  the 
world  has  no  beginning,  this  succession  of  cause  and  effect 
has  also  no  beginning.  So  the  cause  of  our  happiness  and 
misery  cannot  be  traced  back  to  its  beginning.5  Diversity  of 
effects  implies  diversity  of  causes.  Our  varying  lots  cannot 
be  traced  to  common  causes  like  God  or  nature.6  Our  acts 

1  Tarftasamgraha,  17. 

*  Athalye  writes.  Kanada  and  Gautama  might  have  at  first  purposely 
excluded  God  from  their  systems,  not  as  being  totally  non-existent,  but 
as  being  beyond  and  above  the  phenomenal  world  with  which  their  systems 
were  chiefly  concerned.  Possibly  the  aphorists  confined  themselves  to  a 
classification  and  discussion  of  sublunary  things  only,  without  minding  the 
supernatural  agency,  while  commentators,  considering  this  to  be  a  defect, 
supplied  the  omission  by  inserting  God  under  the  only  category  where  it 
was  possible  to  do  so”  ( Tarkasamgraha ,  p.  137).  “The  Nyaya  is  so  pre¬ 
dominantly  dialectical  in  interest  that  its  excursions  into  metaphysics  have 
an  air  of  divagation  from  the  work  in  hand,  which  forbids  us  to  assume  that 
silence  on  any  topic  means  its  exclusion  ”  (Keith:  I.L.A.,  p.  265). 

3  Sapeksatvad  anaditvad  vaicitryad  visvavrttitah. 

Pratyatmaniyamad  bhukter  asti  hetur  alaukikah  (i.  4). 

4  i.  5. 

5  i.  6.  Thus  the  question  about  the  beginning  of  adrsta  is  avoided. 
See  N.V.,  iv.  1.  21. 

6  i.  7. 
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disappear,  leaving  behind  them  traces  capable  of  bringing  about 
the  fruits.  “  A  thing  long  passed  cannot  produce  its  result 
without  some  continuant  influence  (karmati£ayam).”  1  The 
trace  of  a  good  action  is  called  merit  (punya)  and  that  of  an 
evil  one  demerit  (papa),  and  the  two  together  form  the  adrsta, 
or  the  desert  which  resides  in  the  soul  of  the  person  who  per¬ 
forms  the  acts,  and  not  in  the  thing  from  which  he  derives 
happiness  or  misery.  This  adrsta  causes  happiness  and  misery 
when  the  suitable  time,  place  and  object  occur.  The  persist¬ 
ence  of  merit  and  demerit  is  accounted  for  by  the  transcendent 
agency  of  adrsta.  The  connection  of  souls  with  organic  bodies 
is  not  due  to  natural  causes.  The  law  of  moral  causation 
supervenes  on  the  natural  order.  The  different  degrees  of 
enjoyment  which  different  souls  receive  are  determined  by 

the  differences  in  their  adrsta. 

•  •  • 

Udayana,  thus  far,  is  faithful  to  the  ancient  Naiyayikas, 
who  account  for  the  creation  of  the  universe  by  the  hypothesis 
of  an  original  activity  among  the  atoms  and  adrsta  among 
the  souls.  But  he  goes  beyond  them  when  he  argues  that  a 
non-intelligent  cause  like  adrsta  cannot  produce  its  effect 
without  the  guidance  of  an  intelligent  spirit.  God  is  said  to 
supervise  the  work  of  adrsta.*  The  world  cannot  be  explained 
by  the  atoms  or  the  force  of  karma.  If  atoms  are  active  by 
nature,  then  their  activity  should  be  unceasing.  If  their 
activities  are  determined  by  the  force  of  time,  then  this 
unconscious  principle  of  time  must  be  either  always  active 
or  always  inactive.  The  analogy  of  the  flow  of  milk  for  the 
nourishment  of  the  calf  will  not  serve,  since  milk  should  flow 
out  of  the  dead  cow  also,  if  it  were  active  by  itself.  It  follows 
that  if  an  unconscious  thing  is  active,  it  is  so  under  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  a  conscious  agent.  The  individual  soul  cannot  be  the 
controller  of  adrsta,  since  then  it  would  be  able  to  avert 
unwished-for  miseries,  which  it  is  not.  So  the  unintelligent 
principle  of  adrsta,  which  governs  the  fate  of  beings,  acts 
under  the  direction  of  God,  who  does  not  create  it  or  alter 
its  inevitable  course,  but  renders  possible  its  operation. 
God  is  thus  the  giver  of  the  fruits  of  our  deeds  (karma- 
phalapradah). 


*  i.  9- 


*  t  IQ. 
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The  other  arguments  are  summed  up  by  Udayana  in  the  following 
verse.  ,£  From  effects,  combination,  support,  etc.,  from  traditional 
arts,  from  authoritativeness,  from  scriptures,  from  sentences  thereof, 
and  from  particular  numbers,  an  everlasting  omniscient  being  is  estab¬ 
lished."  1  The  causal  argument  is  considered  first.  The  world  is 
looked  upon  as  a  product,  since  it  consists  of  component  parts,  and  so 
it  must  have  had  a  maker.  t  For  "  that  is  not  an  effect  which  can 
attain  its  proper  nature  independently  of  any  series  of  concurrent 
causes."  The  maker  of  the  world  is  an  intelligent  being,  "  possessed 
of  that  combination  of  volition,  desire  to  act,  and  knowledge  of  the 
proper  means  which  sets  in  motion  all  other  causes,  but  is  itself  set 
in  motion  by  none."  Combination  (ayojana)  is  the  action  which  pro¬ 
duces  the  conjunction  of  two  atoms,  forming  the  binary  compound  at 
the  beginning  of  creation.  This  action  implies  an  intelligent  agent. 
Support  (dhrti)  signifies  that  this  wonderful  universe  is  supported  by 
his  will.  The  "  etc  "  (adi)  is  intended  to  make  out  that  God  is  also 
the  destroyer  of  the  world.  God  makes,  unmakes  and  remakes  the 
world.  The  traditional  arts  imply  an  intelligent  inventor.  The 
authoritativeness  of  the  Vedas  is  derived  from  a  being  who  imparted 
that  character  to  them.  Udayana  holds  that  the  Vedas  are  non¬ 
eternal,  like  the  other  things  of  the  world  subject  to  creation  and 
destruction.  If  they  are  yet  sources  of  right  knowledge,  it  is  because 
God  is  their  author.3  Besides,  £ruti,  or  the  scripture,  speaks  to  us  of 
the  author  of  the  world.  Again,  since  the  Vedas  consist  of  sentences, 
they  require  an  author  who  can  only  be  God.  The  argument  from 
number  is  based  on  the  view  that  the  magnitude  of  the  dyad  is  pro¬ 
duced  not  from  the  infinite  minuteness  (parimandalya)  of  the  atoms, 
but  from  the  number  (two)  of  the  atoms  composing  the  binary.  As 
we  shall  see,  this  conception  of  duality  is  dependent  on  understanding 
(buddhyapeks3.) ,  so  that  to  account  for  duality  which  produces  the 
dyads  at  the  beginning  of  creation,  an  intelligent  being  must  be 
postulated.  Udayana  sets  aside  the  objection  against  the  existence 
of  God  based  on  non-perception.  The  non-perception  of  an  object 
proves  its  non-existence,  only  if  the  object  is  one  which  is  ordinarily 
open  to  perception.  Things  beyond  the  range  of  the  senses  are  not 
non-existent.  The  utmost  that  we  can  say  is  that  the  existence  of 
God  cannot  be  established  through  perception. 3  Inference  neither 
proves  nor  disproves  the  existence  of  God. 4  Comparison  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  existence  and  non-existence  of  objects. 5  Sabda  is  in 
favour  of  theism. ^  Presumption  (arthapatti)  and  non-perception 
(anupalabdhi)  are  not  independent  means  of  knowledge. 7 

The  God  of  the  Naiyayika  is  a  personal  being,  possessing 
existence,  knowledge  and  bliss.  He  is  “  endowed  with  such 


°  ii.  i. 

5  iii.  8-12. 


Karyayojanadhrtyadeh  padat  pratyayatah  sruteh 
Vakyat  samkhyavisesac  ca  sadhyo  visvavid  avye  ~  '  ). 


3  iii.  i. 

6  iii.  13-17. 


7  iii.  18-23. 
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qualities  as  absence  of  demerit  (adharma),  wrong  knowledge 
(mithyajnana)  and  negligence  (pramada),  and  presence  of 
merit,  knowledge  and  equanimity  (dharmajnanasamadhisam- 
pad).  He  is  omnipotent  in  regard  to  his  creation,  though  he 
is  influenced  by  the  results  of  acts  done  by  the  beings  he 
creates.  He  has  obtained  all  the  results  of  his  deeds  (apta- 
karmaphala),  and  continues  to  act  for  the  sake  of  his  created 
beings.  Just  as  the  father  acts  for  his  children,  so  also  does 
God  act  fatherlike  for  living  beings.”*  God  is  omniscient 
since  he  possesses  right  knowledge,  which  is  an  independent 
apprehension  of  reality.  He  has  eternal  intelligence  and,  since 
his  cognitions  are  everlasting,  there  is  no  need  for  memory 
and  inferential  knowledge.  What  in  ordinary  men  is  a  sort 
of  intermittent  mystical  perception,  what  in  the  yogis  is  an 
acquired  power,  is  in  God  a  steady  mode  of  apprehension.3 
God  is  also  endowed  with  desire.  3  God  has  pure  unimpeded 
intelligence  as  well  as  eternal  bliss. 

The  difficulties  of  creation  are  not  ignored.  All  activity 
is  brought  under  pain,  and  is  said  to  be  caused  by  faults  (dosa).4 
The  question  is  raised  whether  God  creates  the  world  to 
realise  any  desire  of  his  own,  or  for  the  sake  of  others.  But 
God  has  all  his  desires  fulfilled,  and  so  creation  cannot  be  the 
means  of  helping  God  to  realise  his  desires.  He  who  worries 
about  other  people  is  a  mere  busybody.  Nor  can  we  justify 
God’s  activity  by  tracing  it  to  his  love  for  humanity.  The 
miserable  nature  of  the  world  militates  against  this  suppo¬ 
sition.  The  Naiyayika  answers  this  criticism  thus  :  “  His 
action  in  creation  is  indeed  solely  caused  by  compassion,  but 
the  idea  of  creation  which  can  consist  only  of  happiness,  is 
inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  things,  since  there  cannot  but 
arise  eventual  differences  from  the  different  results  which  will 
ripen  from  the  good  or  evil  actions  of  the  beings  who  are  to 
be  created.  Nor  need  you  object  that  this  would  interfere 
with  God’s  own  independence  (as  he  would  thus  seem  to 

1  N.B.,  iv.  i  21. 

1  Udayana  raises  the  interesting  question  whether  God’s  omniscience 
includes  a  knowledge  of  the  illusory  cognitions  of  finite  beings  together 
with  their  objects,  and  consequently  whether  God  perceives  things  otherwise 
than  they  are,  and  answers  it  by  saying  that  God’s  knowledge  of  human 
illusions  is  not  illusory. 

3  N.N.,  iv.  I.  215 


4  j.  I.  IS 
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depend  on  others’  actions).  For  there  is  the  maxim,  “  one’s 
own  body  does  not  hinder  one  ;  nay  rather  it  helps  to  carry 
out  one’s  aims.”  1  Uddyotakara  admits  that  God’s  activity 
is  limited  by  other  considerations,  and  yet  these  latter  are 
only  self-imposed  limitations.2 * 4 *  The  end  which  God  has  in 
view  is  not  so  much  the  happiness  of  creatures  as  their  spiritual 
development.  The  world  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  sphere  for 
the  realisation  of  spiritual  ends,  as  goodness  through  suffering 
and  perfection  through  sacrifice. 

The  Naiyayikas  are  Saivas,  while  the  Vai£esikas  are  said  to  be 
Pa£upatas.3  Jinadatta  in  his  Vivekaviiasa  (middle  of  the  thirteenth 
century)  says  that  Siva  is  the  deity  of  the  Nyaya-Vai£esika.  Uddyo¬ 
takara  was  a  Paiupata.  Bhasarvajna  speaks  of  the  direct  vision  of 
Mahe£vara  as  the  result  of  meditation. 4  Udayana  equates  the  Supreme 
with  Siva.  5 

The  Nyaya  doctrine  of  theism  has  been  the  subject  of 
great  discussion  in  the  history  of  Hindu  thought.  The  critic 
observes  that  the  Naiyayika  resorts  to  adrsta  whenever 
natural  explanation  fails.  The  first  stirrings  in  the  primordial 
atoms,  the  upward  motion  of  fire,  even  the  attraction  of  the 
needle  by  the  magnet,  are  assigned  to  it.  Adrsta  constitutes 
only  a  limit  of  explanation.6 7  It  is  supposed  to  call  for  an 
intelligent  controller,  Isvara,  for  the  remarkable  regularity 
with  which  events  happen  cannot  be  explained  apart  from 
God,  who  has  jnana  (wisdom),  iccha  (desire)  and  prayatna 
(volitional  effort).  The  souls  lose  their  activity  at  the  time 
of  dissolution,  and  regain  it  at  creation,  and  all  this  is  in¬ 
explicable  apart  from  divine  guidance.  The  causal  argument 
is  made  much  of  by  Udayana  and  Sridhara.7  By  assuming 

1  S.D.S.,  xi  *  N.V.,  iv.  i.  21. 

3  See  Gunaratna’s  Saddarsanasamuccayavrtti,  pp.  49-51.  See  also  Har 
bhadra's  Saddarsanasamuccaya  : — 

Aksapadamate  devafy  srstisarhharakrc  chivah 

Vibhur  nityaikah  sarvajno  nityabuddhisamasrayah  (13). 

Rajasekhara’s  Saddarsanasamuccaya  of  a  slightly  earlier  date  confirms  this 
view.  See  Keith  :  I.L.A.,  pp.  262-263. 

4  Nydyasara,  p.  39.  5  Kusumanjali,  ii.  4. 

6  Jayanta,  criticising  the  Carvaka  theory  in  his  Nyayamanjari,  says 

that  we  put  down  a  thing  as  svabhavika,  or  natural,  when  we  do  not  know 
its  cause. 

7  Nyayakandall,  pp.  54-57 
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that  the  world  is  an  effect,  the  Naiyayika  takes  for  granted 
what  is  to  be  proved.  Plants  and  animals  are  not  self- 
sufficient,  they  are  born,  they  grow  and  die.  To  say  that 
individual  things  are  products,  is  not  to  say  that  the  world 
as  a  whole  is  a  product.  The  Naiyayika  admits  several 
eternal  entities  which  are  not  products.1  May  not  the  world 
as  a  whole  also  be  eternal  ?  Again,  should  all  effects  have 
efficient  causes  as  well  ?  As  we  have  already  seen,  the  law 
of  causality,  as  the  Naiyayika  interprets  it,  has  not  universal 
validity.  It  has  no  other  signification  than  uniform  and 
concomitant  variation.  Since  its  evidence  is  derived  from  the 
phenomenal  world,  it  is  wrong  to  extend  its  scope  beyond  it. 
To  know  the  cause  of  the  world  is  not  within  the  power  of 
the  human  understanding.  The  impossibility  of  an  infinite 
regress  of  infinite  causes  leads  the  Naiyayika  to  assert  the 
reality  of  a  cause  outside  the  series,  an  uncaused  cause. 
Samkara  repudiates  the  causal  argument  and  asks  us  to  admit 
boldly  that  we  know  nothing  except  that  the  universe  appears 
to  us  to  exist.  Whether  it  exists  of  itself  or  is  but  the  effect 
of  a  remote  cause  cannot  be  understood  by  us.  If  we  admit 
a  remote  cause,  why  should  we  not  demand  another  remoter 
cause  for  it  and  so  forth  indefinitely  to  the  verge  of  madness  ? 
If  God  is,  who  created  him  ?  According  to  the  Samkhya,  it 
is  as  easy  to  believe  that  the  universe  made  itself  as  to  believe 
that  the  maker  of  the  universe  made  himself.  The  question 
remains  metaphysically  irreducible,  and  the  solution  is  worse 
than  the  riddle.  The  anthropomorphism  of  the  Naiyayika, 
moreover,  creates  other  difficulties.  It  is  asked,  whether 
God,  the  maker  of  the  world,  has  a  body  or  not.  If  he  has 
a  body,  then  he  is  subject  to  adrsta,  since  bodies  are  all  deter¬ 
mined  by  it.  Embodied  beings  are  created,  and  are  not 
capable  of  exercising  control  over  subtle  atoms  and  merit  and 
demerit.  We  do  not  know  what  an  eternal  body  is.  The 
Naiyayikas  are  not  clear  on  this  question.  They  sometimes 
say  that  God  creates  without  the  aid  of  any  body,  while  it  is 
also  suggested  that  God  becomes  endowed  with  a  body,  on 

account  of  our  adrsta.  Sometimes  the  atoms  are  made  the 

•  •  • 

body  of  God,  while  akasa  is  assigned  this  status  on  other 

1  '*  Of  the  eternal  thing  there  is  no  production  ;  nor  is  there  any  cause 
of  the  eternal  thing  ”  (N.V.,  iv.  i.  32). 
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occasions.  If  in  some  inscrutable  manner  God  is  able  to 
fashion  the  world  out  of  atoms  without  a  body,  we  may  as 
well  say  that  he  can  create  the  world  without  any  pre-existing 
material. 

Even  if  we  grant  the  validity  of  the  arguments  employed 
to  establish  the  reality  of  God,  the  Isvara  of  the  Nyaya 
philosophy  is  not  the  comprehensive  spiritual  reality  of  which 
we  are  the  imperfect  expressions.  He  is  outside  of  us  and 
the  world  too,  however  much  he  may  be  said  to  cause,  govern 
and  destroy  it.  Reality  is  composed  of  a  great  number  of 
particulars,  linked  together  by  an  external  bond,  even  as  a 
cord  binds  together  a  number  of  sticks.  God  is  not  the 
creator  of  atoms,  but  only  their  fashioner.  His  reason  works 
on  the  elements  of  the  universe  from  without,  but  does  not 
operate  as  a  power  of  life  within.  This  conception  of  God  as 
beyond  the  world,  as  outside  the  entire  frame  of  space,  as 
dwelling  apart  in  eternal  self-centred  isolation,  is  arid  and 
empty.  We  cannot  maintain  the  dualism  of  an  infinite 
creator  on  the  one  side  and  the  infinite  world  on  the  other. 
The  two  limit  each  other.  Things  which  are  defined  each 
against  the  other  cannot  but  be  finite.  The  souls  obtain 
release  some  time  or  other.  With  the  liberation  of  all, 
sarhsara  disappears.  The  lordship  of  Isvara  will  also  come 
to  an  end.  What  has  an  end  has  a  beginning.  The  two 
must  have  come  out  of  the  void,  and  must  disappear  into  the 
void.  It  is  true  that  the  creation  of  the  world  is  assigned 
to  the  love  of  God  ;  but  what  is  the  meaning  of  creation  on 
this  hypothesis  ?  If  atoms  and  souls  are  both  eternal,  and 
if  the  world  is  an  interaction  between  the  two  types,  then 
there  is  nothing  for  God  to  create.  The  Naiyayika  must 
either  give  up  his  notion  of  God  as  creator  or  admit  that  the 
atoms  and  the  souls  are  the  expressions  of  the  eternal  and 
constant  causality  of  God,  though  this  causality  ought  not 
to  be  conceived  in  a  mechanical  sense.  This  seems  to  be  the 
implication  of  the  Nyaya  suggestion  that  the  nature  of  things 
is  the  body  of  God,  an  analogy,  worked  out  with  great  care 
and  to  high  purpose,  in  Ramanuja’s  system.  Some  such 
immamental  conception  of  God  is  forced  on  us  by  a  con¬ 
sideration  of  God’s  omniscience.  According  to  the  Nyaya, 
finite  beings  know  only  thought  and  the  bare  fact  that  the 
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real  is  not  a  thought.  Whether  and  how  thought  and  reality 
are  related  to  each  other,  only  an  infinite  mind,  conceived  as 
identical  with  the  finite  minds,  is  capable  of  knowing.  The  souls 
and  atoms  are  co-eternal  with  God,  who  is  only  primus  inter 
pares.  At  first  sight,  it  may  perhaps  appear  that  the  Nyaya 
by  insisting  on  devotion  to  Isvara  helps  the  religious  life  of 
mankind.  But  certainly  the  Nyaya  cannot  hold  up  the  ideal 
of  communion  or  identity  with  God,  for  by  the  nature  of  the 
hypothesis,  God  is  outside  man  and  the  universe.  The  Vedanta 
in  all  its  forms  and  the  Yoga  advocate  the  method  of  worship 
(upasana),  but  it  is  with  a  view  to  enable  the  individual  to 
attain  the  divine  status.  The  Nyaya  is  bound  to  revise  its 
conception  of  God,  if  it  is  to  meet  the  highest  religious 
instincts  of  humanity. 


XXVI 

Conclusion 

The  greatest  contribution  of  the  Nyaya  to  Hindu  thought 
is  in  its  organon  of  critical  and  scientific  investigation.  Its 
methodology  is  accepted  by  the  other  systems,  though  with 
slight  modifications  due  to  their  metaphysical  conceptions. 
It  mapped  out  the  world  of  knowledge  in  its  essential  features 
and  gave  to  its  main  divisions  the  names  which  they  still 
retain  in  Hindu  thought,  a  clear  proof  of  the  immense  advance 
which  it  won  for  the  human  intellect.  The  Nyaya  list  of 
fallacies  has  supplied  the  Indian  thinkers  through  a  long  series 
oi  centuries  with  the  means  of  discriminating,  quickly  and 
surely,  between  true  and  false  inferences  and  affixing  promptly 
to  erroneous  conclusions  labels  indicative  of  their  unsound¬ 
ness.  In  the  Sanskrit  philosophical  works  we  frequently 
meet  with  silencing  criticism,  such  as  “  this  is  a  cakraka,  or 
an  argument  in  a  circle  ”  ;  “  that  is  sadhyasama,  or  petitio 
principii  ”  ;  “  this  is  anyonyasraya,  or  mutual  dependence  ”  ; 
“  that  leads  to  anavastha,  or  infinite  regress.’'  The  Nyaya 
theory  of  fallacies  has  served  Indian  thinkers  as  a  ready- 
reckoner,  “  saving  us,”  to  use  Borne’s  expressive  words,  “  from 
the  need  of  going  to  the  ocean  every  time  we  want  to  wash 
our  hands.” 
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The  strength,  as  well  as  the  weakness  of  the  Nyaya  phil¬ 
osophy,  is  in  its  faith  that  the  method  of  ordinary  common 
sense  and  experience  can  be  applied  to  the  problems  of 
religion  and  philosophy.  A  pluralistic  universe  based  on  the 
fundamental  dualism  between  soul  and  matter  is  legitimate 
enough  as  a  procedure  and  a  method,  but  it  cannot  be  trans¬ 
formed  into  a  general  philosophy.  The  average  man  has  no 
hesitation  in  asserting  the  intrinsic  reality  of  the  outward 
visible  world.  He  is  also  an  animist,  though  his  animism  is 
more  instinctive  than  reasoned,  and  so  he  admits  the  reality 
of  his  own  and  other  spirits.  He  would  not  admit  any  degrees 
of  reality,  since  such  a  conception  would  conflict  with  his 
rooted  faith  in  dualistic  realism  ;  but  in  the  interests  of  logic 
he  is  hospitable  to  the  idea  of  planes  of  objective  being  beyond 
the  reach  of  the  senses.  In  theology  he  raises  the  question 
of  the  cause  of  the  universe.  How  does  the  universe  come 
into  being  ?  Such  as  it  is  now,  he  says,  it  has  always  been, 
since  it  began  to  be.  Though,  as  a  dualist,  he  fights  shy  of 
any  transition  between  being  and  non-being,  his  empirical 
sense  will  not  allow  him  to  accept  the  static  view  of  the  uni¬ 
verse.  In  this  difficulty  he  turns  to  his  own  experience, 
ivhere  he  finds  that  he  makes  several  things,  like  tables  and 
chairs,  distinct  from  himself.  As  we  are  distinct  from  the 
things  which  we  make,  so  is  the  divine  spirit,  the  cause  of  all 
things  distinct  from  his  handiwork,  the  world.  As  we  re¬ 
fashion  existing  material,  so  does  God  re-fashion  the  available 
elements  of  souls  and  atoms,  which  are  co-eternal  with  him. 
Thus  does  the  Nyaya  attempt  to  do  justice  to  the  impressions 
of  common  sense  and  build  a  metaphysics  of  pluralistic 
realism. 

In  the  course  of  this  exposition  we  have  pointed  out  that 
the  Nyaya  view  is  undoubtedly  a  natural  and  necessary  stage 
in  the  evolution  of  thought,  but  is  by  no  means  final.  The 
mechanical  explanation  of  reality,  which  traces  it  back  to  its 
elements,  eliminates  the  fact  of  development.  The  plausi¬ 
bility  of  the  system  is  due  to  the  insistence  with  which  mere 
subjectivism  is  repudiated  and  the  primal  instincts  of  humanity 
satisfied.  No  system  of  Hindu  thought,  not  even  that  of 
Samkara,  accepts  the  view  of  mere  mentalism.  But  there  is 
no  inconsistency  between  metaphysical  idealism  and  psycho- 
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logical  realism.1  The  practical  reality  of  things  independent 
of  finite  minds  is  conceded  by  all  systems  of  objective  idealism. 
A  metaphysical  investigation  of  the  nature  and  conditions  of 
thought  compels  us  to  give  up  the  view  of  self  as  a  thing 
among  other  things.  It  will  yield  an  idealism  which  does 
not  so  much  upset  the  common-sense  view  as  transcend  it. 
Even  metaphysical  idealism  allows  us  to  admit,  from  the  point 
of  view  of  common  sense  and  psychology,  the  distinction 
between  thought  and  reality.  The  continuity  and  coherence 
of  our  experience  means  the  reality  of  non-experienced  entities. 
A  deeper  analysis  of  experience  on  the  logical  side  was  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Samkhya  and  the  Vedanta.  A  more  systematic 
co-ordination  of  the  Nyaya  ideas  on  the  theological  side  is 
found  in  Ramanuja. 
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THE  ATOMISTIC  PLURALISM  OF  THE 

VAISESIKA 

The  Vaisesika — Date  and  literature — Theory  of  knowledge — Categories 
— Substance — Soul — Manas — Space — Time — Akasa — Earth,  water,  light 
and  air — The  atomic  theory — Quality — Activity — Generality — Particu¬ 
larity  —  Inherence  —  Non-existence  —  Ethics  —  Theology  —  General 
estimate. 


I 

Tiie  Vaisesika 

The  Vaisesika  system  takes  its  name  from  visesa,  or  particu¬ 
larity.  It  insists  that  it  is  in  the  particulars  of  the  world, 
pre-eminently  in  the  particular  imperceptible  souls  and  atoms 
that  true  individuality  is  to  be  found.  Though  the  particular 
selves  have  cosmic  and  social  relations,  through  which  alone 
they  can  realise  themselves,  yet  they  retain  their  selfhood  in 
spite  of  all  these  relations.  The  Vaisesika  is  essentially  a 
philosophy  of  distinctions,  since  it  does  not  tolerate  any 
attempt  at  dissipating  the  independence  of  selves  and  objects 
in  a  supposed  more  perfect  individuality.  Its  standpoint  is 
more  scientific  than  speculative,  more  analytic  than  synthetic, 
though  it  is  not  able  to  set  aside  questions  about  the  general 
character  of  the  universe  as  a  whole.  Science  sorts  out,  while 
philosophy  sums  up.  The  Vaisesika  is  not  interested  in  con¬ 
structing  an  all-embracing  synthesis  within  whose  bounds 
there  is  room  for  all  that  is,  bringing  all  the  variety  of  the 
worlds  of  sense  and  of  thought  under  a  single  comprehensive 
formula.  In  the  spirit  of  science,  it  endeavours  to  formulate 
the  most  general  characters  of  the  things  observed.  It  tickets 

different  aspects  of  experience  and  assigns  each  to  an  appro- 
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priate  pigeon-hole.  The  resulting  philosophy  comes  to  be  of 
piecemeal  character,  and  not  an  adequate  and  compre¬ 
hensive  one. 

The  impulse  of  the  Vaisesika  system  is  derived  from  its 
hostility  to  Buddhistic  phenomenalism.  While  the  Vaisesika 
accepts  the  Buddhist  view  of  the  sources  of  knowledge,  per¬ 
ception  and  inference,  it  argues  that  souls  and  substances  are 
solid  facts,  and  cannot  be  dismissed  as  fancy  pictures  of  a 
faery  tale,  supposed  to  be  enacted  behind  the  scenes.  It  does 
not  concern  itself  with  the  problems  of  theology,  and  Samkara’s 
criticism  even  suggests  that  the  dominant  tendency  of  the 
system  was  in  the  direction  of  atheism.1  The  Vaisesika  in 
its  early  form,  at  any  rate,  was  thought  out  in  an  age  of 
excessive  mental  suppleness,  when  thought  was  full  of  the 
germs  of  scepticism. 

Though  mainly  a  system  of  physics  and  metaphysics, 
logical  discussions  are  skilfully  dovetailed  into  it  in  the  later 
works.  The  Vaisesika  and  the  Nyaya  agree  in  their  essential 
principles,  such  as  the  nature  and  qualities  of  the  self  and  the 
atomic  theory  of  the  universe,  yet  the  classification  and 
characterisation  of  the  categories  and  the  development  of  the 
atomic  theory  give  to  the  Vaisesika  its  distinctive  interest 
and  value. 


II 

Date  and  Literature 

"  The  Vaisesika  system  seems  to  be  of  much  greater  antiquity  than 
the  Nyaya."  2 3  This  opinion  of  Garbe  seems  to  be  a  reasonable  one. 
In  human  knowledge  the  particular  precedes  the  general.  A  theory 
of  knowledge  such  as  the  one  we  have  in  the  Nyaya  is  not  possible 
until  knowledge  has  made  independent  progress.  Logic  appears  as  a 
criticism  and  a  corrective.  The  Sutra  of  Kanada  and  the  Padartha- 
dharmasamgraha  of  Pra£astapada  do  not  show  so  much  the  influence 
of  the  Nyaya  system,  while  the  Sutra  of  Gautama  and  the  Bhasya  of 
Vatsyayana  are  considerably  influenced  by  the  Vaisesika  views. 

It  is  urged  that  the  Vaisesika  preceded  Buddhism  and  Jainism. 
The  Buddhist  theory  of  nirvana  is  traced  to  the  asatkaryavada  of  the 
Vaisesika.  The  astikayas  of  the  Jainas,  as  well  as  their  atomic  theory, 

1  £amkara  regards  the  followers  of  the  Vaisesika  as  ardhavainasikas  or 

semi-nihilists  (S.B.,  ii.  2.  18). 

3  Garbe  :  The  Philosophy  of  Ancient  India,  p.  20. 
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are  traced  to  the  Vaisesika,  which  is  mentioned  in  many  Jaina  works 
as  well  as  the  Lalitavistara.  The  Lankavatara  Sutra  alludes  to  the 
atomic  views.  One  of  the  late  Jaina  works,  Avasyaka  1  attributes  the 
authorship  of  the  Vai&esika  system  to  a  Jain  Rohagutta  (a.d.  18), 
the  chief  teacher  in  the  sixth  schism  of  Jainism.  Though  its  statement 
of  the  Vaisesika  view  agrees  with  Kanada’s  scheme,1  the  claim  that 
the  Vaisesika  is  an  offshoot  of  Jainism  is  hardly  warranted.  The 
point  of  similarity  between  the  two,  suggestive  of  such  a  claim,  is  the 
atomic  theory  ;  but  even  on  this  matter  we  find  fundamental  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  two  views.  According  to  the  Jaina  view,  the  atoms 
are  qualitatively  alike,  each  atom  possessing  colour,  taste,  smell  and 
contact,  as  well  as  the  capacity  to  produce  sound  though  itself  sound¬ 
less.  According  to  the  Vaisesika,  atoms  are  qualitatively  different, 
and  possess  one,  two,  three  or  four  of  the  ordinary  qualities  according 
as  they  are  atoms  of  air,  fire,  water,  and  earth,  and  they  have  no  con¬ 
nection  with  sound.  The  atomic  theory,  the  classification  of  substances 
and  the  acceptance  of  the  two  means  of  knowledge,  strongly  suggest 
that  the  Vaisesika  arose  about  the  time  of  Buddha  and  Mahavira  3 
(sixth-fifth  century  b.c.). 

The  first  systematic  exposition  of  the  Vaisesika  philosophy  is  found 
in  the  Vaisesika  Sutra  of  Kanada  (or  Kanabhuj  or  Kanabhaksa) . 
The  name,  which  signifies  etymologically  atomeater,  seems  to  have 
been  suggested  by  the  character  of  the  system/  which  is  also  called 
Aulukya  Dar6ana.5  The  real  name  of  the  author  of  the  Sutra  seems 
to  have  been  Ka§yapa.6  His  work  is  divided  into  ten  books.  Book  I 
discusses  the  five  categories  of  substance,  quality,  action,  generality 
and  particularity.  Book  II  deals  with  the  different  substances, 
excepting  soul  and  mind,  which,  along  with  the  objects  of  the  senses 
and  the  nature  of  inference,  are  treated  in  Book  III.  The  atomic 
structure  of  the  universe  is  the  central  topic  of  Book  IV.  Book  V  is 
devoted  to  a  discussion  of  the  nature  and  kinds  of  action,  while  ethical 

1  S.B.E.,  vol.  xlv,  p.  xxxviii. 

*  Dravya,  guna,  karma,  samavaya  are  admitted,  and  slight  variations 
are  found  as  regards  samanya  and  vise§a.  The  former  is  distinguished  into  : 
(i)  mahasamanya,  which  answers  to  padartha  or  abhidheyatva,  or  the 
possibility  of  being  named,  or  jneyatva,  or  the  possibility  of  being  known. 
All  the  categories  are  covered  by  it  (see  P.P.,  p.  16  ;  V.S.,  i.  i.  8).  Mahasa¬ 
manya  is  pure  samanya,  and  not  a  species  of  anything  higher,  while  others 
are  both  samanya  (general)  and  visesa  (particular)  ;  (2)  sattasamanya, 

which  corresponds  to  satta  or  bhava  of  the  V.S.  Prasastapada  ascribes 
existence  (astitva)  to  all  the  six  categories  as  a  common  quality  (sadharmya)  ; 
and  (3)  samanya-visesa,  which  covers  the  other  instances  of  generality. 
See  Ui :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  pp.  37-38. 

3  See  Ui  :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  p.  33.  ASvaghosa,  in  his  Sutralamkdra, 
assigns  the  Vaisesika  to  the  period  before  Buddha  ( ibid .,  pp.  40-41). 

4  Though  the  atomic  theory  is  found  in  some  Buddhist  and  Jaina  views, 
it  is  regarded  as  the  central  feature  of  the  Vaise§ika.  See  B.S.,  ii.  2.  11, 
and  Dharmottara’s  Nyayabindutikd,  p.  86. 

5  U-«  :  V  aUesika  Philosophy. 


6  See  P.P.,  p.  200. 
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problems  are  considered  in  Book  VI.  Book  VII  discusses  the  questions 
of  quality,  self  and  inherence.  The  last  three  books  are  mainly  logical, 
and  treat  of  the  problems  of  perception,  inference  and  causality.  For 
reasons  already  stated,  the  Vaisesika  Sutra  seems  to  be  of  an  earlier 
date  than  the  Nydya  Sutra,  and  is  perhaps  contemporaneous  with  the 
Brahma  Sutra.1  Since  Kautilya  does  not  refer  to  the  Vaisesika  under 
Anviksild,  it  is  said  that  the  system  was  formulated  later  than  300  b.c.3 
Kanada’s  Sutra  seems  to  have  received  additions  from  time  to  time. 3 
Some  of  the  sutras  now  found  in  his  treatise  were  not  commented  on 
by  the  scholiast,  Pra£astapada,  which  indicates  that  at  the  time  the 
latter  commented  on  the  Sutra,  they  were  not  included  in  it.  While 

1  Vatsyayana  quotes  from  the  V.S.,  which  is  unaware  of  the  Nyaya 
distinction  of  inference  into  purvavat  and  se§avat.  In  the  V.S.  there  is  a 
reference  to  time  as  the  ultimate  cause  (ii.  2.  9  ;  v.  2.  26),  a  view  mentioned 
in  the  Svetasvatara  Up.  (i.  1.  2),  and  not  adopted  by  any  of  the  well-known 
systems  Even  on  the  problem  of  self  the  Vaisesika  does  not  seek  to 
establish  its  existence,  but  is  more  interested  in  discussing  whether  the  self 
is  an  object  of  inference  or  of  direct  intuition  Badarayana  refers  to  the 
atomic  theory  in  B.S.,  ii.  2.  11,  and  Kanada  uses  Vedanta  terms  like  avidya 
and  pratyagatman,  and  has  in  view  the  Vedanta  theory  when  he  asserts 
that  the  soul  is  not  proved  by  scripture  alone  and  the  body  is  not  com¬ 
pounded  of  three  or  five  elements  (V.S.,  iii.  2.  9  ;  iv.  2.  2-3).  If  we  trust 
the  commentators,  V.S.  presupposes  a  knowledge  of  the  Mlmamsa  and  the 
Samkhya.  See  V.S.,  ii.  1.  20;  iii.  1.  1-2;  v.  2.  19-20;  vii.  2.  3-8; 
vii.  2.  13  ;  ix.  2.  3.  The  Abhidharmamahavibhasdsastra  of  Vasumitra  refers 
to  the  five  kinds  of  karma.  Caraka’s  allusions  to  the  Vaisesika  do  not  help 
us  much.  Nagarjuna,  in  his  Prajndpdramitasdstra,  refers  to  the  Vaisesika 
theory  of  time  as  an  unchangeable  real  existence  relating  to  a  cause  (V.S., 
ii.  2.  7-9;  v.  2.  26;  vii.  1.  25).  His  references  to  space,  atoms  and  self  indicate 
that  he  was  familiar  with  the  V.S.,  and  he  practically  quotes  a  number  of 
them  :  iii.  2.  4,  and  viii.  1.  2,  on  the  nature  of  self  ;  iv.  1.  1,  and  vii.  1.  10, 
on  the  theory  of  atoms  ;  and  vi.  2.  13,  and  v.  2.  17-18,  on  atomic  combina¬ 
tion.  Aryadeva  is  familiar  with  the  V.S.,  and  Harivarman  knows  the 
development  of  the  Vaisesika  system  after  the  formulation  of  the  Sutra. 
See  Ui  :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  pp.  46-55. 

1  Dr.  Das  Gupta  suggests  that  the  Vaisesika  as  expounded  in  the  Sutra 
of  Kanada  represents  an  old  school  of  the  Mlmamsa  {History  of  Indian 
Philosophy,  pp.  280-285).  The  argument  that  the  V.S.  opens  with  the 
declared  aim  of  explaining  dharma  and  closes  with  the  exhortation  that 
Vedic  works  lead  to  prosperity  through  the  force  of  adrsta,  or  unseen  virtue, 
is  not  conclusive,  since  the  discussion  of  and  emphasis  on  dharma  cannot 
be  regarded  as  the  monopoly  of  any  system  of  thought.  The  attempt  to 
explain  away  the  points  of  distinction  between  the  Vaisesika  and  the 
Mlmamsa  is  hardly  convincing.  Kanada  believes  that  the  Vedas  are  the 
work  of  rsis,  though  not  of  Isvara  (ii.  1.  18  ;  vi.  1.  1-2),  while  the  Mlmamsa 
clings  to  the  eternality  of  the  Vedas,  which  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  later 
development.  The  two  doctrines  of  the  eternality  of  sound  and  that  of  the 
Vedas  are  closely  allied.  In  spite  of  the  occurrence  of  identical  views  and 
terms  in  the  two  systems,  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  the  Vaisesika  is  a  branch 
of  the  Mlmamsa. 

3  Faddegon  :  The  Vaisesika  System,  pp.  10-11, 
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Kanada  mentioned  only  three  categories,1  Prasastapada  added  three 
more,  and  still  later,  the  category  of  non-existence  (abhava)  was 
introduced.  Prasastapada  added  seven  qualities  to  the  list  mentioned 
by  Kanada.2 

Prasastapada’s  Padarthadharmasarhgraha  is  not  so  much  a  com¬ 
mentary  on  the  Sutra  as  an  important  independent  work  on  the  subject. 
It  is  difficult  to  defend  the  position  that  Prasastapada’s  mature  views 
are  simply  the  development  of  the  suggestions  contained  in  Kanada’s 
work. 3  Prasastapada’s  account  of  the  twenty-four  qualities,  the 
theory  of  the  creation  and  the  destruction  of  the  world,  the  statement 
of  fallacies  and  the  nature  of  inference  are  distinct  additions  to  Kanada’s 
work.  He  was  much  influenced  by  the  Nyaya  philosophy  and  was 
later  than  Vatsyayana.  He  may  be  assigned  to  the  end  of  the  fourth 
century  a.d.4 

A  Vaisesika  treatise  based  on  PraSastapada’s  work  is  Candra’s 
Daiapaddrthasdstra,  which  is  preserved  in  a  Chinese  version  (a.d.  648). 
It  did  not,  however,  influence  the  development  of  thought  in  India. 5 
Ravanabhasya  and  Bhdradvajavriti ,6  which  are  said  to  be  commen- 

1  V.S.,  viii.  2.  3.  Artha  iti  dravyagunakarmasu,  i.  1.4,  which  mentions 
the  six  categories,  is  said  to  be  a  later  addition. 

2  See  also  V.S.,  i.  1.  4;  i.  1.  6;  i.  2.  3. 

4  See  Das  Gupta:  History  of  Indian  Philosophy,  vol.  i.  p.  351;  I.L.A., 
pp.  25  and  93;  Ui:  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  p.  17,  n.  3.  “  Almost  all  the 

peculiar  doctrines  that  distinguished  the  later  Vaisesikas  from  the  Naiyayikas 
and  other  schools  are  to  be  found  in  Prasastapada’s  work,  and  are  conspicu¬ 
ously  absent  in  Kanada’s  Sutra.  The  doctrines  about  dvitva,  pakajotpatti, 
vabhagajavibhaga  and  several  others,  which  are  regarded  as  the  peculiarities 
of  the  Vaisesika  system,  are  not  even  touched  upon  in  Kanada’s  aphorisms, 
although  they  are  pretty  fairly  discussed  in  Prasastapada's  Bhasya  ”  (Bodas: 
Tarkasamgraha,  p.  xxxvii). 

4  Keith  makes  out  an  elaborate  case  for  the  priority  of  Dignaga  and 
Prasastapada’s  indebtedness  to  him  in  several  points  of  logical  doctrine 
(I.L.A.,  pp.  93-110).  For  a  different  view,  see  Faddegon  :  The  Vaisesika 
System,  pp.  319-323.  ^aihkara  and  Uddyotakara  are  familiar  with  the 
work  of  Prasastapada.  Even  if  Keith’s  view  is  accepted,  he  is  earlier  than 
Uddyotakara  and  later  than  Dignaga,  and  so  belongs  to  the  fifth  century  a.d. 
If  Prasastapada  is  credited  with  the  authorship  of  the  doctrine  of  the  six 
categories,  then  he  is  earlier  than,  or  at  least  of  the  same  period  as,  Vatsya¬ 
yana.  Dharmapala  (a.d.  535-570)  and  Paramartha  (a.d.  499-569)  discuss 
Prasastapada’s  views.  See  Ui  :  Vaisesika  Philosophy ,  p.  18. 

5  According  to  Ui,  who  has  translated  it  into  English,  its  author  belongs 
to  the  sixth  century  a.d.  As  its  name  implies,  the  work  mentions  ten 
categories,  the  four  additional  being  potentiality  (sakti),  non-potentiality 
(asakti),  commonness  (samanyavisesa),  and  non-existence  (abh§.va).  There 
is  no  reference  to  Isvara.  The  work  has  been  widely  commented  on  by 
Japanese  writers. 

6  See  Ratnaprabhd,  ii.  2.  11  ;  Bodas:  Tarkasamgraha,  p.  40.  Bharadvd- 
javrttibhdsya,  edited  by  Gangadhara  (Calcutta,  1869),  is  considerably 
influenced  by  the  Samkhya,  and  makes  several  important  alterations 
See  Faddegon  :  The  Vaisesika  System,  pp.  35-40. 
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taries  on  the  Vaisesika,  are  not  available.  Four  commentaries  were 
written  on  Pra£astapada’s  work,  which  are  Vyoma^ekhara’s  Vyomavatl, 
Sridhara's  Nyayakandali,  Udayana’s  Kiranavali  (tenth  century  a.d.), 
and  Srivatsa’s  1  Llldvati  (eleventh  century  a.d.).  Vyomavatl  is  earlier 
than  the  other  three.2  Srldhara’s  Nyayakandali  was  written  in  a.d.  991, 
and  the  author  is  familiar  with  the  views  of  Kumarila,  Mandana  and 
Dharmottara.  Llldvati  and  Kiranavali  came  perhaps  immediately 
after  Nyayakandali.  Both  Srldliara  and  Udayana  admit  the  existence 
of  God  and  accept  the  category  of  non-existence.  Sivaditya’s  Sapta- 
padarthl  belongs  to  this  period. 3  It  presents  the  Nyaya  and  the 
Vaisesika  principles  as  parts  of  one  whole.  It  starts  as  an  exposition 
of  the  categories  and  introduces  the  Nyaya  logic  under  the  quality  of 
cognition.  Laugaksi  Bhaskara's  Tarkakaumudl  is  another  syncretical 
work  based  on  Prasastapada’s  treatise.  Sarhkarananda’s  Upaskara 
on  the  Vaisesika  Sutra  is  a  work  of  some  importance. 4  VFsvanatha 
(seventeenth  century)  treats  of  Kanada’s  scheme  in  his  Bhasapariccheda 
and  the  commentary  on  it  called  Siddhantamuktavali.  He  was  influ¬ 
enced  considerably  by  the  modern  school  of  Nyaya.  Annam  Bhatta’s 
works,  Jagadl£a’s  Tarkdmrta  (a.d.  1635)  and  J ayanarayana’s  Vivrti 
(seventeenth  century  a.d.)  are  useful  compendiums  of  the  Vaisesika 
principles.  The  Vivrti,  though  based  on  the  Upaskara,  differs  from  it 
on  certain  points. 5 


III 

Theory  of  Knowledge 

The  logic  of  the  Vaisesika  differs  only  slightly  from  the 
Nyaya  logic.  Knowledge,  which  is  the  problem  of  logic, 
assumes  various  forms,  since  its  objects  are  endless.6  Four 
kinds  of  valid  knowledge  are  admitted,  which  are  perception 
(pratyaksa),  inference  (laingika),  remembrance  (smrti),  and 
intuitive  knowledge  (arsajnana).  Perception  enables  us  to 
apprehend  substances,  qualities,  actions  and  generalities. 
Gross  substances,  which  are  made  up  of  parts,  are  within  the 
reach  of  perception,  while  atoms  and  diads  are  not.  The 
Vaisesika  admits  yogic  perception,  by  which  the  perceptual 

1  Alias  Vallabha. 

2  See  Introduction  to  Ghate’s  edition  of  Saptapadarthi. 

3  Sivaditya  is  later  than  Udayana  and  earlier  than  Gange^a,  who  is 
familiar  with  his  views. 

4  It  refers  to  a  Vrtti  (see  i.  1.  2  ;  i.  2.  4,  6;  iii.  1.  17;  iv.  1.  7; 
vi.  1.5,  12  ;  vii.  1.  3)  which  has  not  been  traced. 

5  See  especially  i.  1.  4,  23  ;  ii.  1.  1  ;  ii.  2.  5  ;  ix.  1.  8. 

6  P.P.,  p.  172. 
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cognition  of  the  soul  (atmapratyaksa)  arises.1  The  Vaisesika 
brings  comparison  (upamana),  tradition  (aitihya),  and  verbal 
knowledge  (sabda)  under  inference.2  The  validity  of  scrip¬ 
tural  statements  is  an  inference  from  the  authoritative  char¬ 
acter  of  the  speakers.3  Like  the  Nyaya,  the  Vaisesika 
repudiates  the  Mimamsa  theory  of  the  eternity  of  sound  and 
the  absolute  authoritativeness  of  the  Vedas J  While  the 
Nyaya  bases  the  validity  of  the  Vedas  on  the  ground  of  the 
direct  communication  from  seers  who  had  realised  the  eternal 
truths  and  laws,  the  Vaisesika  infers  it  from  the  unimpeach¬ 
able  veracity  of  the  inspired  seers.  The  scriptures  give  us 
real  knowledge  and  not  mere  speculation.  It  is  knowledge  of 
things  as  they  are,  and  in  this  sense  has  no  beginning,  though 
it  is  always  directly  known  and  realised  by  some  beings  in 
its  entirety  and  by  others  in  part.  Abler  minds  realised  the 
truths  and  communicated  them  to  us.  The  Vedas,  as  collec¬ 
tions  of  sentences,  presuppose  intelligent  authors  ;  and  they 
must  be  possessors  of  complete  and  accurate  knowledge  of 
heaven  and  unseen  destiny  (adrstam).  Gradually  this  author¬ 
ship  was  assigned  to  God.  “  The  authoritativeness  of  the 
Veda  follows  from  its  being  the  word  of  God.”  5  The  mean¬ 
ings  of  words  and  sentences  must  be  understood  before  they 
give  us  knowledge.  Since  the  understanding  of  meanings 
depends  on  the  recognition  of  universal  concomitance,  verbal 
knowledge  is  a  case  of  inference.6  Cesta  or  gesture,  /  arthapatti 
or  implication,8  sarhbhava  or  inclusion^  and  abhava  or  nega¬ 
tion,10  are  all  brought  under  inference.  Smrti,  or  remembrance, 
is  given  an  independent  place.11  Arsajnana  is  the  insight  of 
seers.  If  remembrance  is  ignored,  since  it  only  reproduces 
what  has  already  been  experienced,  and  if  intuitive  wisdom 
is  brought  under  perception,  we  have,  according  to  the 
Vaisesika,  only  two  sources  of  knowledge,  intuition  and 
inference.12 

Four  varieties  of  invalid  knowledge  are  mentioned,  which 

*  V.S.,  ix.  i.  11-15.  *  P.P.,  pp.  212  ff.  3  i X.  1.  3. 

4  V.S.,  ii.  2.  21-37  ;  vi.  1.  1  ff.  ;  N.S.,  ii.  2.  13-40. 

5  Tad  vacanad  amnayasya  pramanyam  iti  (x.  2.  9)  See  also  Nyaya - 
kandall,  p.  216,  and  V.S.,  vi.  1.  1-4. 

6  iii.  1.  7-15.  7  P.P.,  p.  220.  8  p.p.(  p.  223< 

9  P.P.,  p.  225  ;  V.S.,  ix.  2.  5.  Ibid. 

*1  P.P.,  p.  256.  *>  S.S.S.S.,  v.  33. 
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are  doubt  (sam£aya),  misconception  (viparyaya),  indefinite 
cognition  (anadhyavasaya),  and  dream  (svapna).  Sivaditya 
reduces  these  four  to  two,  doubt  and  error,  and  brings  under 
the  former  conjecture  (uha),  indeterminate  knowledge  and 
indirect  reasoning.1  Sridhara  justifies  the  separate  mention 
of  dreams  on  the  ground  that  “  it  occurs  only  in  a  particular 
condition  of  the  body.”  * 


IV 

The  Categories 

For  some  centuries,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  Buddhist 
standpoint,  which  defined  things  by  their  consequences, 
interpreted  everything  by  its  contexts,  and  denied  self- 
sufficiency  everywhere,  dominated  the  mind  of  the  country. 
Everything  has  being  through  mutual  connections,  and  nothing 
exists  in  and  for  itself.  As  relations  are  the  stuff  of  life,  soul 
and  matter  are  simply  sets  of  relations.  The  Vaisesika  pro¬ 
tests  against  this  view  and  attempts  to  expound  a  more 
satisfactory  plan,  which  reality  seems  to  offer  and  justify. 
It  takes  its  stand  on  the  deliverance  of  the  empirical  con¬ 
sciousness,  which  deals  first  and  last  with  real  and  separate 
things.  The  simplest  and  the  widest  spread  of  the  characters 
of  reality  is  that  of  things  and  relations  between  them. 
When  we  open  our  eyes  we  see  spread  out  before  us  a  material 
world  with  its  different  things  and  arrangements,  on  which 
thought  can  exercise  itself  ;  when  we  look  within  we  find  a 
non-material  one  with  its  terms  and  relations.  Sound  phil¬ 
osophy  requires  us  to  confine  our  attention  to  the  things  of 
experience,  the  objects  of  knowledge,  and  accept  only  such 
hypotheses  as  are  found  to  be  indispensable  for  the  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  order  of  experience.  An  analytic  survey  is  the 
first  need  of  an  accurate  philosophy,  and  the  results  of  the 
Vaisesika  analysis  are  found  set  forth  in  the  doctrine  of 
the  padarthas. 

Padartha  means  literally  the  meaning  of  a  word.  A 
padartha  is  an  object  which  can  be  thought  (artha)  and 
named  (pada).  All  things  which  exist,  which  can  be  cognised 

1  Saptapaddrthl,  32.  *  Nydyakandalt,  p.  185. 
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and  named,1 2  in  short,  all  objects  of  experience,3 4  and  not 
merely  the  things  of  the  physical  world,  are  padarthas.  The 
sixteen  padarthas  of  the  Nyaya  are  not  an  analysis  of  existing 
things,  but  are  a  list  of  the  central  topics  of  the  logical  science. 
But  the  categories  of  the  Vaisesika  attempt  a  complete  analysis 
of  the  objects  of  knowledge. 

The  Vaisesika  categories  include  not  only  things  predicable 
of  another,  but  also  subjects  capable  of  having  things  predicated 
of  them.  Aristotle’s  categories  are  a  logical  classification  of 
predicates  only,  and  not  a  metaphysical  classification  of  all 
thinkable  objects.  The  Vaisesika  thinkers,  as  much  as 
Aristotle,  seem  to  have  been  aware  of  the  intimate  relation 
between  name  and  thing.  Though  Aristotle  classifies  words, 
it  happens  to  be  a  classification  of  things  as  well,  for  whatever 
receives  a  separate  name  is  a  thing.  “  Of  words  expressed 
without  syntax  (i.e.  single  words),  each  signifies  either  sub¬ 
stance,  or  quantity,  or  quality,  or  relation,  or  place,  or  time,  or 
disposition  (i.e.  attitude  or  internal  arrangement),  or  appur¬ 
tenance,  or  action  (doing),  or  suffering  (being  done  to).”  3 
Of  these  ten  categories  the  last  nine  are  predicable  of  some¬ 
thing  else,  while  the  first  substance  is  ens,  and  cannot  be  pre¬ 
dicated  of  anything,  not  even  of  itself,  for  then  it  is  no  more 
a  substance  but  becomes  an  attribute.  But  Aristotle  is  not 
very  strict  in  his  usage.  The  forms  of  common  speech  deter¬ 
mined  his  classification,  and  among  words  we  have  those 
which  signify  the  substance  of  a  concrete  individual.  When 
the  substance  is  a  concrete  individual,  we  ask,  What  is  it  ? 
and  answer,  a  horse  or  a  cow,  which  Aristotle  calls  a  substance, 
though  it  is  really  a  quality.  4  He  distinguishes  first  and 
second  substances,  and  holds  that  the  first  are  not  properly 
used  as  predicates.  The  inclusion  of  the  logical  subject  in 
a  classification  of  predicates  shows  that  Aristotle  intended 
his  categories  to  be  also  a  list  of  existences  or  “  kinds  of  being.” 
We  have  in  Aristotle’s  list  substances  and  qualities  which  are 
either  permanent  or  temporary.  Almost  all  the  commentators 

1  Astitva,  abhidheyatva,  jneyatva  (P.P.,  p.  16); 

2  Pramitivisayah  padarthah  ( Saptapaddrthi ,  p.  2). 

3  Aristotle’s  Categories,  ii.  6  ;  Minto’s  Logic,  p.  113. 

4  Cp.  Johnson  :  “  A  substantive  proper  cannot  characterise,  but  is 

necessarily  characterised  ”  {Logic,  part  ii,  p.  xii). 
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agree  that  the  category  of  relation  should  be  taken  as  including 
the  last  six  of  his  scheme.  We  may  therefore  take  substance, 
quality,  temporary  or  permanent,  and  relation  as  exhausting 
all  significations. 

The  Vaisesika  adopts  a  sixfold  classification  of  padarthas 
into  substance  (dravya),  quality  (guna),  activity  (karma), 
generality  (samanya),  particularity  (visesa),  and  inherence 
(samavaya),  to  which  a  seventh  non-existence  (abhava)  was 
added  by  the  later  Vaisesikas,  Srldhara,  Udayana  and 
Sivaditya.1  The  inclusion  of  non-existence  under  padarthas 
suggests  the  transformation  of  an  ontological  into  an  episte¬ 
mological  scheme.  Our  beliefs  are  positive  or  negative,  and 
not  things  which  exist.  In  its  initial  stages,  the  Vaisesika 
endeavoured  to  determine  the  general  characteristics  which 
apply  to  existence  as  a  whole,  but  soon  turned  its  attention 
to  the  nature  of  beliefs  and  inquired  what  sorts  of  beliefs 
were  true  and  what  hot.  That  something  is,  that  something 
exists,  is  the  first  proposition  of  the  Vaisesika  philosophy. 
But  nothing  can  simply  be.  If  we  stop  with  bare  existence 
and  refuse  to  go  further,  then,  as^  Hegel  has  taught  us,  we 
are  left  with  a  mere  blank,  and  even  the  first  principle  that 
something  exists  has  to  be  given  up.  So  we  must  push 
forward  and  assert  that  a  thing  is  because  it  possesses  certain 
properties  besides  mere  existence.  Whatever  exists  does  so 
because  it  has  certain  qualities.  Substances  exist  and  have 
qualities.  We  have  two  kinds  of  qualities,  those  which  reside 
in  a  plurality  of  objects  and  those  which  are  confined  to  indi¬ 
viduals.  The  former  are  the  general  qualities  (samanya), 
while  the  latter  are  distinguished  as  permanent  (guna) 
and  transitory  (karma).  Inherence  is  a  special  kind  of 
relation.2 

1  Prasastapada  mentions  only  the  six  categories.  The  sevenfold  scheme 
became  established  by  the  time  of  ^ivaditya,  as  is  evident  from  the  title^ 
of  his  work,  Saptapadarthl .  Sarhkara  and  Haribhadra  ( SaddarSanasamuccaya , 
60)  attribute  to  the  Vaisesika  only  six  categories.  See  S.B.,  ii.  2.  17;  and 
Ui:  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  p.  126. 

2  Dravya  and  guna  of  the  Vaisesika  correspond  to  Aristotle  s  substance 
and  quality.  Aristotle's  quantity  is  brought  under  guna.  Relations  are 
of  two  kinds:  external,  like  conjunction  (samyoga),  or  internal,  like 
inherence  (samavaya).  The  first  is  regarded  as  a  quality  and  the  secornd 
is  made  a  separate  category.  The  remaining  categories  fall  under  relation, 
while  space  and  time  are  taken  as  independent  substances.  Activity  is 
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The  first  three  categories  of  substance,  quality  and  action 
possess  a  real  objective  existence.1  Kanada  calls  them  artha, 
and  declares,  in  treating  of  yogic  insight,  that  we  can  have  an 
intuition  of  them.2  The  other  three,  generality,  particularity 
and  inherence,  are  products  of  intellectual  discrimination 
(buddhyapeksam).3  They  are  logical  categories.  Prasastapada 
observes :  “  they  have  their  sole  being  within  themselves 
(svatmasattvam) ,  have  the  intellect  as  their  indicator  (buddhi- 
laksanatvam),  they  are  not  effects  (akaryatvam),  not  causes 
(akaranatvam) ,  have  no  generality  or  particularity  (asa- 
manyavisesavattvam) ,  are  eternal  (nityatvam),  and  are  not 
expressible  by  the  word  *  thing’  (arthasabdanabhidheyatvam).”  4 
The  proof  of  the  reality  of  the  last  three  categories  is  said  to 
be  logical, 5  the  implication  being  that  these  are  not  capable 
of  direct  apprehension,  a  view  which  was  modified  when  the 
Nyaya  and  the  Vaisesika  principles  got  mixed  up.  In  early 
Vaisesika,  while  all  categories  are  said  to  possess  the  feature 
of  existence  in  general  (astitva),6  a  distinction  is  made  between 
two  kinds  of  being,  sattasambandha,  ascribed  to  substances, 
qualities  and  actions,  and  svatmasattva,  or  the  being  of 
generality,  particularity  and  inherence.  7  Udayana  in  his 
Kiranavali  defines  the  former  as  subsistence  of  being  by  the 


karma,  while  passivity  is  only  the  absence  of  activity.  Property  may  be 
either  general  or  particular.  Disposition  is  a  quality.  If  Aristotle  had 
proceeded  on  a  definite  principle,  he  would  have  argued  thus :  Things 
possessing  qualities,  either  permanent  or  temporary,  exist  in  relations  of 
time  and  space  bound  together  with  other  things  in  a  network  of  reciprocal 
relations,  and  in  that  case  substance,  quality,  action  and  relation  would 
be  the  main  heads.  The  defective  character  of  Aristotle’s  analysis  was 
noticed  by  the  Stoics  and  the  Neo-platonists,  Kant,  who  thinks  that  Aristotle 
simply  jotted  down  the  categories  as  they  occurred  to  him,  and  Hegel,  who 
observes  that  Aristotle  threw  them  together  anyhow.  Mill  rather  con¬ 
temptuously  remarks  that  Aristotle's  list  “  is  like  a  division  of  animals  into 
men,  quadrupeds,  horses,  asses  and  ponies.”  Cp.  with  the  Vaisesika  scheme 
the  Jaina  classification  of  all  things  into  substances,  qualities  and  modifica¬ 
tions  (I.P.,  pp.  312  ff.,  and  Uttaradhyayana,  I.,  S.B.E.,  vol.  xlv).  The  earlier 
Mimamsakas  accept  the  categories  of  power  (sakti)  and  similarity  (sadrsya). 
Udayana  rejects  these,  as  well  as  number  (samkhya).  See  Kiranavali,  p.  6; 
Saptapadarthl,  p.  10  ;  Nyayakandali,  pp.  7,  15,  144  ff. 

1  V.S.,  i.  2.  7;  viii.  2.  3;  P.P.,  p.  17. 

*  V.S.,  ix.  1.  14. 

3  i.  2.  3. 

4  P.P.,  p.  19;  V.S.,  i.  2.  3-10,  12,  14,  16;  vii.  2.  26. 

5  Buddhir  eva  laksanam  pramanam.  Nyayakandali,  p.  19. 

6  P.P.,  p.  II.  7  P.P.,  p.  19. 
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relation  of  inherence,  and  the  latter  as  self-sufficient  existence 
independent  of  all  being.  Samkara  Misra  is  more  helpful,  for 
in  his  Upaskara  he  defines  sattasambr.ndha  as  liability  to 
destruction  and  capacity  to  produce  effects  from  out  of  its 
nature.  This  seems  to  have  been  the  technical  way  of  stating 
existence  in  space  and  time.  Svatmasattva,  or  self-sufficient 
existence,  is  independent  of  space  and  time,  and  therefore 
something  which  belongs  to  the  timeless  categories.  Though 
the  latter  are  products  of  abstraction,  they  are  regarded  as 
more  real  than  the  things  themselves  from  which  they  are 
abstracted.  The  Vaisesika  insists  on  the  timeless  and  non- 
causal  character  of  the  categories  of  generality,  particularity 
and  inherence,  and  warns  us  against  the  natural  tendency  to 
attribute  existence  in  space  and  time  to  the  results  of 
abstraction. 


V 

Substance 

The  category  by  which  the  Vaisesika  pits  itself  definitely 
against  all  idealistic  systems  is  that  of  substance.  Even  the 
unthinking  admit  that  substances  are.  Objects  in  the  external 
world  come  to  us  as  real,  in  and  for  themselves,  present 
actualities  with  a  subsistence  of  their  own.  Substance  denotes 
the  feature  of  the  self-subsistence  of  things  out  there.  What 
we  vaguely  call  being  is  nothing  more  than  a  series  of  things 
variously  conditioned  in  time  and  space  and  distinguished 
from  one  another  by  different  properties.  The  Buddhist  view 
that  there  is  no  substance  apart  from  its  qualities,  or  a  whole 
apart  from  its  parts,  contradicts  the  testimony  of  experience.1 
Reality  presents  us  with  substances  marked  by  the  possession 
of  qualities  and  parts.  We  are  able  to  recognise  the  jar  we 
saw  yesterday,  which  would  be  impossible  if  the  jar  were  a 
string  of  sensations.3  It  is  a  matter  of  common  experience 
that  qualities  occur  in  groups,  which  are  invariable  in  char¬ 
acter  and  sufficiently  marked  off  from  others.  An  apple 
always  consists  of  the  same  group  of  qualities  and  invariably 
grows  on  the  same  kind  of  tree.  The  unbroken  continuity 

'  N.V.,  i.  i.  13.  *  N.S.,  ii.  1.  30-36. 
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of  the  mummy  or  the  mountain  which  has  a  continued  exist¬ 
ence  for  several  millenniums  is  unintelligible  apart  from  the 
assumption  of  substances  in  which  qualities  inhere.  “  That 
which  contains  in  it  action  and  qualities  and  is  a  co-existent 
cause  ”  1  is  a  substance.  It  is  the  substrate  of  qualities.3 
The  other  categories  are  devoid  of  qualities. 

The  Vaisesika  believes  that  a  substance  is  something  over 
and  above  the  qualities.  At  the  moment  the  substances  are 
produced  they  are  devoid  of  qualities. 3  For  if  qualities  arise 
simultaneously  with  substances,  there  cannot  be  any  dis¬ 
tinction  between  them.  If  they  do  not  arise,  then  substances 
would  be  free  from  qualities,  and  then  the  definition  of  sub¬ 
stance  as  that  which  possesses  qualities  seems  to  be  violated. 
To  meet  this  difficulty,  it  is  said  that  substance  is  the  substrate 
of  qualities  either  in  the  relation  of  intimate  union  (samavaya- 
sambandha)  or  antecedent  negation  (pragabhava),  i.e.  future 
existence.  In  other  words,  a  substance  is  the  basis  of  qualities, 
actual  or  potential,  present  or  future.  4  The  Vaisesika  is 
anxious  to  assert  the  existence  of  something  which  has  qualities 
without  being  itself  a  quality,  for  we  predicate  qualities  of 
substances  and  not  qualities  of  qualities.  Nor  can  it  be  said 
that  we  predicate  one  quality  of  a  group  of  qualities.  But 
since  a  substance  cannot  be  conceived  apart  from  qualities, 
it  is  defined  as  possessing  qualities. 

A  distinction  is  made  between  eternal  and  non-eternal  sub¬ 
stances.  Whatever  depends  on  something  else  is  not  eternal. 
Compound  substances  (avayavidravyas)  are  dependent  and 
transitory.  Simple  substances  have  the  characteristics  of 
eternity,  independence  and  ultimate  individuality. 5  They  are 
neither  caused  nor  destroyed.  Non-eternal  substances  are 
caused  and  destroyed  not  by  themselves  but  by  something 
different  from  themselves.6 

Earth,  water,  light,  air,  aka£a,  time,  space,  soul  and  manas 
are  the  nine  substances  intended  to  comprise  all  corporeal 

1  i.  i.  15.  *  Gunasrayo  dravyam. 

3  Adye  ksane  nirgunam  dravyam  tisthati. 

4  Siddhantamuktavali,  3. 

5  Nityatva,  anasritatva,  antyavisesavatva  (P.P.,  pp.  20-21). 

6  P.P.,  p.  20;  Nydyakandall,  p.  20.  See  V.S.,  i.  1.  9-10,  12,  15,  18; 
x.  2.  1-2. 
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and  incorporeal  things.1  The  Vaisesika  is  not  a  materialism, 
though  a  realistic  scheme,  since  it  admits  non-material  sub¬ 
stances  like  souls,  and  regards  as  real  not  the  gross  material 
substances  but  their  minima.  Of  the  nine  substances,  earth, 
water,  light,  air,  soul  and  manas  have  many  individuals.3 
These,  with  the  exception  of  soul,  are  extended,  have  relations 
of  distance  and  proximity,  are  capable  of  action  and  possess 
speed. 3  Akasa,  time  and  space  are  all-pervading,  have  the 
largest  dimensions  and  are  the  common  receptacles  of  all 
corporeal  things.  4  Soul  and  manas,  akasa,  time  and  space, 
air  and  ultimate  atoms  are  not  ordinarily  perceptible. 5  A 
distinction  is  made  between  corporeal  (murta)  and  elemental 
(bhuta)  substances.  The  former  have  definite  dimensions,6 
act  and  move.  Elemental  substances,  singly  or  in  combina¬ 
tion,  become  the  material  causes  of  the  products  of  the  world. 
Manas,  though  atomic,  does  not  produce  anything  else,  while 
akaia,  though  all-pervading,  produces  sound.  Earth,  water, 
light  and  air  are  both  corporeal  and  productive.  7 

The  Vaisesika  theory  of  the  soul  is  practically  identical 
with  that  of  the  Nyaya,  though  a  direct  perception  of  the  self 
where  the  self  is  both  the  perceiver  and  the  perceived  is  not 
admitted.8  Comparison  does  not  help  us.  Agama,  or  reve¬ 
lation  and  inference,  are  our  only  sources  of  knowledge.  9  The 
existence  of  the  self  is  inferred  from  the  fact  that  consciousness 
cannot  be  a  property  of  the  body,  sense-organs  or  the  manas.10 
In  addition  to  the  qualities  of  pleasure,  pain,  desire,  aversion, 
volition,  and  knowledge,  the  facts  of  expiration  and  inspira¬ 
tion,  the  closing  and  the  opening  of  the  eyelids,  the  healing 

1  An  interesting  question  about  the  nature  of  darkness  (tamas)  is  raised 
by  &rldhara  ( Nyayahandali ,  p.  9;  V.S.,  v.  2.  19-20).  Kumarila  regards 
it  as  a  distinct  substance  with  the  quality  of  colour,  i.e.  blackness,  and  the 
action  of  motion  (S.V.,  p.  xliii).  The  Prabhakaras  hold  that  darkness  is 
the  absence  of  light  (Jha  :  P.M.,  p.  93).  Annam  Bhatta  is  of  this  view 
(Tarkasamgraha  dlpika,  3).  Darkness  is  not  ranked  as  a  substance  by  the 
Vaisesika,  since  it  is  destitute  of  qualities.  It  is  said  to  possess  the  black 
colour  figuratively,  even  as  the  colourless  sky  is  spoken  of  as  blue.  It  is 
a  variety  of  nmi-existence,  being  merely  the  negation  of  light  (V.S.,  v.  2.  19; 
S.D.S.,  x). 

1  Anekatvam  pratyekam  vyaktibhedah  ( Nyayakandall ,  p.  21). 

3  P.P.,  p.  21.  4  p.  22.  5  V.S.,  viii.  1.  2. 

6  Paricchinnaparimanatvam.  7  Tarkadlpika,  p.  14. 

*  V.S.,  iii.  2.  6.  s  V.S.,  iii.  2.  8  and  18. 

P.P.,  p.  69;  V.S.,  iii.  1.  19. 
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up  of  bodily  injuries,  the  movement  of  the  mind  and  the 
affections  of  the  senses  are  urged  as  evidence  for  the  existence 
of  the  self.1  In  its  natural  state  the  self  is  devoid  of  intelli¬ 
gence,  as  in  pralaya.  It  has  cognitions  of  things  when  it  is 
connected  with  the  body.2  Consciousness  is  sustained  by  the 
atman,  though  it  is  not  an  essential  or  inalienable  charac¬ 
teristic  of  it.  By  means  of  manas  the  soul  knows  not  only 
external  things  but  also  its  own  qualities.  Though  the  soul 
is  all-pervading,  its  life  of  knowing,  feeling  and  activity  resides 
only  where  the  body  is. 

The  plurality  of  souls  is  inferred  from  differences  in  status, 
the  variety  of  conditions. 3  The  scriptural  injunctions  assume 
the  distinctness  of  souls.  4  Each  soul  undergoes  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  its  own  deeds.  5  It  remains  one  throughout  the 
series  of  its  experiences.6  Sridhara  repudiates  the  view  of  the 
oneness  of  self.  7  There  would  be  no  risk  of  the  absolute 
dissolution  of  the  world  by  the  emancipation  of  the  souls  from 
it,  since  their  number  is  infinite.  The  pluralistic  bias  of  the 
Vaisesika  leads  its  followers  to  look  upon  plurality  as  ultimate. 
The  freed  souls  are  conceived  as  eternally  existing  with  specific 
differences.8  Though  each  soul  is  supposed  to  be  distin¬ 
guished  by  a  peculiarity  (visesa),  it  is  impossible  for  us  to 

1  V.S.,  iii.  2.  4-13. 

2  Asaririnam  atmanam  na  visayavabodhah  ( Nyayakandall ,  p.  57  ;  see 
also  p.  279). 

3  Vyavasthato  nana  (V.S.,  iii.  2.  20). 

4  &astrasamarthyat  (V.S.,  iii.  2.  21). 

5  V.S.,  vi.  1.5.  6  Nyayakandall,  p.  86. 

7  “If  the  self  were  one,  the  contact  of  manas  would  be  common  to  all 
persons.  .  .  .  For  one,  however,  who  admits  of  many  selves,  even  though 
all  selves,  being  omnipresent,  would  be  present  in  all  bodies,  yet  his 
experiences  would  not  be  common  to  all  of  them,  as  each  of  them  would 
experience  only  such  pleasures,  etc.,  as  would  appear  in  connection  with 
the  particular  body  that  will  have  been  brought  about  by  the  previous  karma 
of  that  self,  and  not  those  belonging  to  the  other  bodies.  And  the  karma 
also  belongs  to  that  self  by  whose  body  it  has  been  done.  Hence  the 
restriction  of  the  body  is  due  to  the  restriction  of  the  karma  and  vice  versa, 
the  mutual  interdependence  going  on  endlessly"  ( Nyayakandall ,  pp.  87-88). 

8  It  is  difficult  to  accept  Dr.  Das  Gupta’s  suggestion  that  the  Vaisesika 
held  that  the  “  self  was  one,  though,  for  the  sake  of  many  limitations,  and 
also  because  of  the  need  for  the  performance  of  acts  enjoined  by  the  scrip¬ 
tures,  they  are  regarded  as  many  "  {History  oj  Indian  Philosophy,  p.  290,  n.  1). 
The  Vaisesika  is  interested  in  the  empirical  variety  and  not  in  ultimate 
truth,  and  the  view  of  plurality,  based  as  it  is  on  the  doctrine  of  vi£e?a,  is 
accepted  by  it  as  final. 
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know  what  it  is.  The  differences  among  souls  are  due  to 
their  connections  with  bodies.  Even  in  rebirth  the  manas 
accompanies  the  soul  and  gives  it  individuality.  For  all 
practical  purposes  the  distinctiveness  of  the  soul  is  determined 
by  the  distinctiveness  of  the  manas,  which  accompanies  it 
throughout  its  career.  There  are  as  many  of  them  as  there 
are  souls.  As  the  same  manas  accompanies  the  soul  through¬ 
out  its  career,  there  is  the  possibility  of  the  continuity  as  well 
as  the  survival  of  character.1  A  distinction  is  made  between 
the  individual  soul  and  the  supreme  soul,  jiva  and  Isvara.2 
The  two  are  similar  but  not  identical. 

Akasa,  space  and  time  have  no  lower  species  and  are 
names  of  individuals. 3  To  account  for  the  variety  of  experi¬ 
ence,  these  comprehensive  unities  are  assumed.  All  pheno¬ 
mena  take  place  in  them.  Space  and  time  are  the  instrumental 
causes  of  all  produced  things.  4  Reality  is  a  process  or  a 
passage,  and  is  therefore  both  spatial  and  temporal. 

In  the  case  of  physical  changes  we  require  a  whole  in  which 
they  occur.  All  atomists  ascribe  reality  to  empty  space.  If 
there  were  more  than  one  space,  then  atoms  which  whirl  about 
in  different  spaces  cannot  have  anything  to  do  with  one 
another.  Space  is  the  basis  of  the  notions  of  east  and  west, 
of  far  and  near.  5  The  apparent  diversity  of  space  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  its  effects.6  Things  maintain  their  relative  positions 
which  they  could  not  do  apart  from  space. 

The  form  of  time  is  essential  to  the  concrete  changes  of 
nature,  such  as  production,  destruction  and  persistence  of 
things.  It  is  the  force  which  brings  about  changes  in  non¬ 
eternal  substances.  It  is  not  the  cosmic  power  which  causes 
the  movements,  but  is  the  condition  of  all  movement. 7  All 
perceptible  things  are  perceived  as  moving,  changing,  coming 
into  existence  and  as  passing  out  of  it.  Discrete  things  have 
no  power  of  self-origination  or  self -movement.  If  they  had, 
there  would  not  be  that  mutual  relation  of  things,  which 

1  P.P.,  p.  89  ;  V.S.,  vii.  2.  21  ;  iii.  2.  22. 

*  Kirayxavali,  p.  7.  See  also  Upaskara,  iii.  2.  18. 

3  P.P.,  p.  58.  4  P.P.,  p  25. 

5  Tarkasamgraha,  16;  Bhasdpariccheda,  pp.  46-47. 

6  V.S.,  ii.  2.  13. 

7  ii.  2.  9;  v.  2.  26.  This  view  is  not  to  be  confused  with  the  kalavada, 
which  deifies  time. 
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persists  in  spite  of  all  change.  The  movement  is  ordered, 
which  means  that  there  must  be  a  reality  which  has  a  general 
relation  to  all  changes.  Time  is  regarded  as  the  independent 
real  pervading  the  whole  universe  and  making  the  ordered 
movement  of  things  possible.  It  is  the  basis  of  the  relations 
of  priority  and  posteriority,  simultaneity  and  non-simul¬ 
taneity,  and  of  the  notion  of  soon  and  late.1  There  is  only 
one  time  which  is  omnipresent  in  dimension,*  individual  in 
character,  and  has  the  qualities  of  conjunction  and  disjunction. 
Conventional  notions,  as  moment,  minute,  hour,  year,  etc., 
are  derived  by  abstraction  from  concrete  time.  According 
to  the  Vaisesika  time  is  an  eternal  substance, 3  and  the 
basis  of  all  experienced  We  do  not  know  what  time  is 
in  itself,  but  our  experience  is  cast  in  the  form  of  time. 
It  is  the  formal  cause  of  the  relations  of  priority  and 
posteriority,  while  their  material  cause  is  the  nature  of 
objects,  as  jar,  cloth  and  the  like.  Time  which  is  one 
appears  as  many  on  account  of  its  association  with  the 
changes  that  are  related  to  it. 5 

The  distinction  between  time  and  space  is  noticed  in  the 
Vaisesika  treatises.  Space  deals  with  coexistence,  time  with 
successions,  or  more  accurately,  space  deals  with  visible 
objects,  while  time  deals  with  things  produced  and  destroyed.6 
Samkara  Mi£ra  holds  that  the  relations  of  time  are  constant 
or  irreversible  (niyata),  while  those  of  space  are  not  irreversible 
(aniyata).7  Things  move  by  virtue  of  time  and  hold  together 
by  virtue  of  space.  While  space  and  time  cover  the  most 
comprehensive  kinds  of  relations,  transition  from  place  to 
place,  or  state  to  state,  spatial  locomotion  and  temporal 
alternation,  they  are  only  formal  and  imply  real  things  which 
move  and  change. 

Akasa  is  a  simple,  continuous,  infinite  substance,  and  is 
the  substratum  of  sound.  The  qualities  of  colour,  taste,  smell 
and  tangibility  do  not  belong  to  it.  By  the  process  of 

»  V.S.,  ii.  2.  6.  a  vii.  i.  25.  3  ii.  2.  7. 

4  Atitadivyavaharahetuh  ( Tarkasamgraha ,  15;  Bhasdpariccheda,  45). 

5  Nyayamanjari,  p.  136. 

6  Siddhantacandrodaya  says:  “  Janyamatram  kriyamatram  va  kalopadhih, 
murtamatram  digupadhih.” 

7  Upaskdra,  ii.  2.  10.  Cp.  with  this  Kant’s  Second  ard  Third  Analogies 
of  Experience. 
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elimination  sound  is  proved  to  be  the  distinguishing  quality 
of  akasa.1  It  is  inactive  (niskriya).  All  corporeal  objects 
are  found  conjoined  with  it.2  The  atoms  which  are  infinitely 
small  cannot  make  up  a  magnitude  by  coming  together  or 
touching  each  other.  If  they  stand  apart  from  one  another 
and  yet  are  joined  somehow  so  as  to  constitute  a  system,  it 
can  only  be  through  the  medium  of  akasa.  The  atoms  unite, 
but  not  continuously.  That  which  binds  together  the  atoms, 
though  not  itself  atomic,  is  the  akasa.  If  akasa  were  also 
discrete,  i.e.  capable  of  being  analysed  into  atoms,  then  we 
shall  have  to  assume  some  other  connecting  tissue  which  is 
not  atomic.  Akasa  is  eternal,  omnipresent,  supersensible,  and 
has  the  qualities  of  individuality,  conjunction  and  disjunction. 
Akasa  fills  all  space,  though  it  is  not  space  itself,  since  it  cannot 
affect  or  operate  on  things  without  entering  into  special 
relations  with  them  and  thereby  having  sound  produced  in 
it.  That  which  sustains  the  positional  relations  and  order 
of  discrete  things  is  called  dik,  though  it  is  not  space  itself, 
if  the  latter  means  room  or  place,  which  is  akasa.  The  dis¬ 
tinction  between  akasa  and  space  is  admitted  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  while  akasa  is  regarded  as  the  material  cause  of 
the  special  quality  of  sound,  space  is  the  general  cause  of  all 
effects. 

The  physical  theory  of  the  Vaisesika  is  developed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  five  substances  of  earth,  water,  light,  air  and 
akasa.  Matter,  as  we  meet  with  it,  is  a  mixture  of  five 
elements,  containing  one  or  the  other  in  a  predominant  degree. 
The  five  phenomenal  products  (bhutas)  are  the  five  states  of 
matter,  solid  (earth),  liquid  (water),  gaseous  (air),  luminous 
(light),  etheric  (akasa).  The  earth  possesses  the  four  qualities 
of  smell,  taste,  colour  and  tangibility,  water  the  three  qualities 
of  taste,  colour  and  tangibility,  light  the  two  of  colour  and 
tangibility,  while  air  has  the  quality  of  tangibility  and  akasa 
that  of  sound. 3  Though  earth  contains  a  number  of  qualities, 
we  yet  say  it  has  smell  on  account  of  the  predominance  of 
this  quality.  4  If  water  and  other  substances  besides  earth 
possess  smell,  it  is  because  particles  of  earth  are  mixed  up 
with  them.  We  cannot  think  of  earth  without  smell,  though 


1  V.S.,  ii.  i.  27,  29-31. 
3  N.S.,  iii.  1.  60-61. 


*  N.S.,  iv.  2.  21-22. 
<  N.S.,  iii.  1  66. 
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we  can  so  think  of  air  and  water.  Things  made  of  earth  are 
of  three  kinds,  bodies,  sense-organs  and  objects  of  perception.1 
The  special  quality  of  water  is  taste.  Light  has  for  its  special 
property  luminosity.  Air  is  invisible,  though  limited  in  extent 
and  made  up  of  parts.  The  discrete  nature  of  air  is  inferred 
from  the  movements  in  the  air,  which  would  not  be  possible 
were  air  an  absolute  continuum  devoid  of  parts.2 * 4  Its  existence 
is  inferred  from  touch, 3  and  it  is  said  to  be  a  substance,  since 
it  possesses  quality  and  action.  Temperature  is  the  special 
quality  of  air.  The  ultimate  constituents  of  the  concrete 
things  of  earth,  air,  light  and  water  are  called  atoms. 


VI 


The  Atomic  Theory 


The  atomic  theory  is  so  natural  to  the  human  mind  that 
early  attempts  at  the  explanation  of  the  physical  world  assume 
this  form.  Traces  of  the  theory  are  to  be  found  in  the 
Upanisads,  which  generally  regarded  all  material  things  as 
made  up  of  the  four  elements  of  light,  water,  air  and  earth. 
Akasa  is  left  out,  since  it  has  a  peculiar  character  of  its  own 
and  does  not  enter  into  combination  with  the  other  elements. 
But  the  four  elements  of  light,  water,  air  and  earth  are  them¬ 
selves  changeable  and  divisible,  while  the  real  is  regarded  as 
unchangeable  and  eternal.  The  question  naturally  arises  as 
to  what  the  unchangeable,  indivisible,  eternal  particles  are. 
In  the  ferment  of  thought  which  produced  the  great  systems 
of  Jainism  and  Buddhism,  there  were  some  who  held  the 
atomic  hypothesis,  for  example,  the  Ajivakas  and  the  Jainas.4 
Kanada  formulated  the  theory  on  purely  metaphysical  grounds, 
and  tried  through  it  to  simplify  the  world  to  thought.  It  was 


1  pp-  P-  27.  1  VS  ii  I  14 

3  The  ancient  Vaisesikas  and  Annam  Bhatta  hold  that  air  is  not  perceived 

but  only  known  by  inference.  They  argue  that  air  has  no  colour  and  so 
cannot  be  seen.  The  modern  Naiyayikas  say  that  a  thing  need  not  be  seen 
for  being  perceived.  We  may  perceive  things  by  touch. 

4  I.P.,  pp.  31 7-3 19.  Though  not  the  canonical  works  of  Buddhism 
northern  Buddhist_  literature  contains  many  references  to  the  atomic 

theory.  The  Vaibhasikas  and  the  Sautrantikas  accept  it.  See  Ui :  Vaisesika 
Philosophy ,  pp.  26—28.  •  .  «« 
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the  same  with  Leucippus  and  Democritus,  for  the  atomic 
theory  never  acquired  a  serious  scientific  status  until  the  time 
of  Dalton. 

All  things  consisting  of  parts  originate  from  the  parts 
with  which  they  are  connected  by  the  relation  of  inherence, 
conjunction  co-operating.  The  things  that  we  experience  are 
all  products,  i.e.  discrete  or  made  up  of  parts.  They  are 
therefore  non-eternal.  Non-eternal  has  no  meaning  apart 
from  eternal.1 *  Earth,  water,  fire  and  air  are  both  eternal 
and  non-eternal,  while  aka£a  is  eternal  only.  The  compounds 
which  are  produced  are  non-eternal,  while  the  component 
particles  which  are  not  produced  are  eternal.3 * 5  The  invisible 
eternal  atoms  are  incapable  of  division  into  parts. 3  The 
atom  marks  the  limit  of  division.  If  it  is  endlessly  divisible 
into  parts,  then  all  material  things  would  be  the  products  of 
an  equally  endless  number  of  constituent  parts,  so  that  differ¬ 
ences  in  the  dimensions  of  things  cannot  be  accounted  for. 4 
If  matter  were  infinitely  divisible,  then  we  should  have  to 
reduce  it  to  nothing,  and  admit  the  paradoxical  position  that 
magnitudes  are  built  up  of  what  has  no  magnitude,  bodies 
out  of  the  bodyless.  5  The  changes  in  the  volumes  of  bodies 
are  determined  by  the  accession  and  withdrawal  of  the  atoms 
composing  them.  Infinite  greatness  and  infinite  smallness 
are  not  realised  magnitudes.  They  are  the  upper  and  the 
lower  limits,  and  what  we  know  is  intermediate  between  the 
two.  By  a  continual  addition  we  reach  the  infinitely  great, 
and  by  a  continual  splitting  up  we  reach  the  infinitely  small. 
The  atoms  are  the  material  causes  of  effects.  Though  they 
are  supersensible,  they  can  be  classified,  though  not  from  the 
standpoint  of  size,  shape,  weight  and  density.  The  qualities 
which  they  produce  in  the  different  forms  of  sensible  things 
help  us  in  the  classification  of  atoms.  If  we  leave  aside  the 

1  iv.  i.  4.  1  iv.  1.  i  ;  ii.  3,  4-5  ;  vii.  1.  20-21. 

3  Pararii  va  truteh  (N.B.,  iv.  2.  17-25). 

4  Sarvesam  anavasthitavayavatve  merusarsapayos  tulyaparimanatva- 

pattih.  See  Nyayakandall,  p.  31. 

5  Herbart  considers  the  diversity  and  changes  of  experience  to  be  intelli¬ 
gible  only  if  the  things  themselves  which  are  simple  and  unchangeable 
furnish  some  reasons  for  them.  These  unknowable  realities  have  to  be 
conceived  in  certain  relations  by  means  of  which  we  may  understand  the 
variety  of  their  apparent  properties  and  changes. 
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general  properties  of  sensible  things,  such  as  impenetrability, 
which  are  perceived  by  more  senses  than  one,  the  special 
qualities  are  odour,  flavour,  luminosity  and  temperature. 
These  differ  in  kind  and  not  merely  in  degree.  It  is  assumed 
that  there  are  four  classes  of  paramanus,  answering  to  the 
four  gieat  classes  of  material  objects,  earth,  water,  light  and 
air.  These  four  classes  of  paramanus  are  said  to  produce  the 
four  senses  of  touch,  taste,  sight  and  smell,  and  this  is  why 
each  special  sense  reveals  a  single  quality,  however  excited 
Though  the  qualities  of  earthly  things,  as  colour,  taste,  smell 
and  tangibility,  vanish  on  the  destruction  of  the  thing  itself, 
they  are  always  found  in  their  respective  atoms,  though  in 
earth  and  atoms  of  earth  some  qualities  are  produced  by 
heat  (pakaja).1  Water,  light  and  air  do  not  suffer  a  similar 
change. 

The  Vai^esika  adopts  the  theory  of  pilupaka.  When  the  jar  is 
baked  the  old  one  is  destroyed,  i.e.  resolved  into  atoms.  The  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  heat  produces  the  red  colour  in  the  atoms,  which  are  again 
brought  together  and  a  new  jar  is  produced.  On  this  view  we  have 
first  the  disintegration  of  the  whole  into  its  atoms,  and  then  a  reinte¬ 
gration  of  them  into  a  whole.  All  this  complicated  process  is  imper¬ 
ceptible,  since  it  takes  place  with  extreme  rapidity  in  an  interval  of 
nine  moments.*  The  Naiyayika  advocates  the  theory  of  pitharapaka, 
by  which  the  change  of  colour  is  effected  in  both  the  atoms  and  the 
products  simultaneously.  This  view  seems  to  be  more  reasonable. 
The  Naiyayika  objects  to  the  Vaisesika  theory  on  the  following  grounds. 
If  the  first  jar  be  destroyed  and  a  new  one  substituted  for  it,  we  shall 
not  be  able  to  identify  it  as  the  old  jar.  We  see  the  same  jar  as  before 
except  for  the  difference  in  colour.  Moreover,  the  Vaisesika  view 
seems  to  make  even  the  odour  of  the  earth  atoms  non-eternal.  The 
fact  that  sensible  things  are  operated  on  by  heat  shows  that  they  are 
not  absolutely  solid  but  are  porous. 3 

The  paramanus  are  said  to  be  globular  (parimandalya),  though  it 
does  not  follow  that  they  have  parts.  Certain  objections  on  the 
assumption  that  they  have  parts  were  urged.  When  three  atoms  are 
in  juxtaposition,  the  middle  one  touches  the  atoms  on  the  sides.  When 
the  atom  is  surrounded  on  all  sides  we  distinguish  six  sides  of  the  atoms, 
which  we  may  speak  of  as  its  parts,  and  if  the  six  sides  are  reduced  to 
a  point,  then  it  would  follow  that  any  number  of  atoms  would  take 
up  no  more  space  than  a  single  atom,  and  things  of  the  world  could  be 
reduced  to  the  size  of  an  atom  and  they  would  be  invisible.  All  this 


1  vii.  i.  i-6. 

?  N.V.T.T.,  p.  355  ;  Nyayamanjari,  p.  438. 


*  S.D.S.,  x. 
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difficulty  is  met  by  the  answer  that  the  division  of  atoms  into  parts 
is  empirical  and  not  real.1  The  atoms  have  no  inside  or  outside  1 
and  are  non-spatial.3 

The  atoms  are  naturally  passive,  and  their  movement  is  due  to 
external  impact.  During  the  dissolution  of  the  world  (pralayp.)  the 
atoms  subsist  without  producing  any  effects.  They  then  remain 
isolated  and  motionless.  According  to  Vaisesika,  the  movement  of 
the  ultimate  atoms  arises  from  a  peculiar  dharma.4  Pra£astapada 
says:  “  Actions  which  we  find  appearing  in  the  rudimentary  elements 
(mahabhutesu) ,  and  for  which  we  cannot  find  any  cause  either  by 
sense-perception  or  by  inference,  and  which  are  yet  found  to  be  useful 
or  harmful  to  us,  must  be  regarded  as  produced  by  these  unseen 
agencies  (adrstakaritam).’  5 

The  qualities  of  all  products  are  due  to  the  atoms  of  which  they 
are  composed.  These  atoms  possess  the  five  general  qualities  of  all 
substances,  as  also  those  of  priority  and  posteriority.  In  addition  to 
these,  earth  has  the  special  quality  of  odour  and  the  other  qualities 
of  taste,  colour,  touch  or  temperature,  heaviness,  velocity  and  fluidity. 
Water  has  the  special  quality  of  viscosity  and  the  other  qualities  of 
earth  except  smell.  Light  has  the  usual  seven,  and  temperature, 
colour,  fluidity  and  velocity,  while  air  has  only  touch  and  velocity  in 
addition  to  the  seven  common  qualities.  These  qualities  are  eternal 
in  the  atoms  but  transient  in  the  products. 

There  can  never  come  a  time  when  there  will  be  an  utter 
annihilation  of  things.  Though  the  structures  built  are  perish¬ 
able,  the  stones  of  which  they  are  built  are  eternal.6  The 
components  which  unite  to  form  a  whole,  and  therefore  were 
previously  able  to  exist  apart  from  such  combination,  possess 
the  capacity  for  independent  existence  and  return  to  it. 
Fabric  after  fabric  in  the  visible  world  up  to  the  terrestrial 
mass  itself  may  be  dissolved,  but  the  atoms  will  abide  ever 
new  and  fresh,  ready  to  form  other  structures  in  the  ages  yet 
to  come.  The  individual  atoms  combine  with  others  and 
continue  in  that  co-operative  existence  for  some  time  and 

1  N.B.,  iv.  2.  20. 

a  The  question  is  raised  whether  akasa,  which  is  a  simple  all-pervading 
substance,  penetrates  the  atoms  or  not.  If  it  does,  then  the  atoms  have 
parts  ;  if  it  does  not,  then  atoms  have  no  parts,  but  akasa  is  not  all-per¬ 
vading.  It  is  said  in  reply  that  the  conception  of  within  and  without  is 
inapplicable  to  an  eternal  entity,  and  the  omnipresence  of  akasa  need  not 
imply  the  existence  of  parts  in  the  atom. 

3  N.V.,  iv.  2.  25.  The  atoms  are  said  to  be  of  a  minute  size  as  opposed 
to  largeness.  They  possess  some  sort  of  magnitude.  For  a  different  view, 
see  Chatterji  :  Hindu  Realism,  pp.  19-34,  149-153.  and  164. 

4  Dharmavisesat,  iv.  2.  7.  5  p.  309.  6  N.B.,iv.  2.  16. 
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again  disintegrate  into  their  original  solitary  being  to  form 
new  combinations.  This  process  of  grouping  and  separation 
goes  on  endlessly.  According  to  the  Vaisesika,  atoms  do  not 
exist  in  an  uncombined  state  in  creation.1  During  creation 
they  are  said  to  possess  a  vibratory  motion  (parispanda). 
Singly  the  atoms  are  not  productive.  Sridhara  argues  that 
if  an  eternal  thing  were  singly  productive,  there  would  be  an 
unceasing  production,  and  this  would  necessitate  the  admission 
of  the  indestructibility  of  the  products  also.  Nor  can  triads 
be  productive,  since  a  gross  material  object  is  the  product  of 
parts  of  smaller  dimension  than  the  object  itself.  The  triad, 
which  is  of  a  gross  dimension,  must  be  regarded  as  a  product 
of  something  that  is  itself  a  product.  So  dyads  alone  produce 
things.2  Even  the  dyads  composed  of  two  primary  atoms 
are  minute,  and  three  of  these  produce  the  triad, 3  which  has 
a  dimension  not  too  small  for  apprehension.  Both  single 
atoms  and  dyads  are  invisible,  and  the  least  magnitude 
required  for  visibility  is  a  triad  said  to  be  of  the  size  of  a 
mote  in  the  sunbeam.  Apparently,  this  is  an  exception  to 
the  general  rule  that  the  qualities  of  the  causes  produce  corre¬ 
sponding  qualities  in  the  effects.  When  two  atoms  of  white 
colour  combine  to  produce  a  dyad,  the  latter  will  also  have 
the  corresponding  white  colour.  But  the  atoms  are  pari- 
mandalya  and  the  dyads  are  minute, 4  and  yet  they  produce 
a  visible  magnitude.  That  is  why  it  has  been  said  that  the 
magnitude  of  the  product  depends  on  the  magnitude  of  the 
parts  or  their  number  or  arrangement.  5  As  the  number  of 
the  dyads  increases,  there  is  a  corresponding  increase  in  the 
dimension  of  the  product.  The  things  produced  by  the  union 
of  atoms  are  not  mere  aggregates  but  wholes.  If  we  deny 
the  whole,  we  have  only  the  parts,  which  may  be  subdivided 

1  Atmospheric  air  is,  however,  an  exception  to  this  rule,  since  it  is  said 
to  consist  of  masses  of  atoms  in  a  loose,  uncombined  state.  The  Naiyayika 
is  not  satisfied  with  this  account. 

2  Nyayakandali,  p.  32. 

3  Some  later  Vaisesika  thinkers  are  of  opinion  that  a  triad  consists  of 
three  single  atoms  ( Siddhdntamuktdvali ,  p.  37  ;  Ui :  Vaisesika  System,  pp. 
130-131)- 

4  Mahadeva  Bhatta  holds  that  dyads  are  not  supersensuous.  It  is  also 
the  view  of  Dasapadarthi.  See  Ui  :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  and  Nyayakoia, 
p.  350. 

5  V.S.,  vii.  1.  9 
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further  and  further  until  we  reach  the  ultimate  parts  of  the 
imperceptible  atoms.  If  we  deny  the  whole,  we  cannot  admit 
anything  beyond  imperceptible  atoms.  If  it  is  said  that  the 
atoms  by  themselves  are  imperceptible,  while  collections  of 
atoms  are  perceptible,  even  as  a  single  soldier  or  a  single  tree 
cannot  be  seen,  though  an  army  or  a  forest  can,  the  Nyaya 
says  in  reply,  that  the  analogy  is  unsound;  since  soldiers  and 
trees  possess  bulk  and  are  perceptible,  while  atoms  are  not.1 
The  whole  is  something  different  (arthantara)  from  the  parts, 
even  as  a  melody  is  something  more  than  a  sum  of  its  notes.2 
Besides,  if  there  were  no  whole,  there  is  no  meaning  in  saying 
“  that  is  a  chair,”  “  this  is  a  man.”  The  whole  and  the  parts 
are  related  by  way  of  inherence. 3 

No  school  of  Hindu  thought  cares  to  leave  the  groove  already  worn 
so  deeply  of  the  theory  of  cycles  or  alternating  cosmic  periods  of  creation 
and  destruction.  These  processes  are  described  by  Pra&astapada.4 
When  a  hundred  years  by  the  measure  of  Brahma  are  at  an  end,  the 
time  for  his  deliverance  arises.  To  secure  rest  for  all  the  living  beings 
worried  by  their  wanderings,  the  supreme  Lord,  who  is  not  to  be 
confused  with  Brahma,  desires  to  reabsorb  all  creation.  The  rise  of 
this  desire  means  the  cessation  of  the  operations  of  the  unseen  ten¬ 
dencies  (adrsta)  of  all  souls  that  are  the  causes  of  their  bodies,  sense- 
organs  and  gross  elements.  Then  out  of  the  Lord’s  desire  and  from 
the  conjunction  of  the  souls  and  the  material  atoms,  disruptions  of  the 
atoms  constituting  the  bodies  and  the  sense-organs  occur.  When 
the  groupings  of  atoms  are  destroyed,  things  made  of  them  are  also 
destroyed.  There  ensues  a  successive  disruption  or  reabsorption  of 
the  ultimate  material  substances — earth,  water,  fire  and  air,  one  after 
the  other.  The  atoms  remain  isolated,  as  also  the  souls  permeated 
with  the  potencies  of  their  past  virtue  and  vice.  Again,  for  the  sake 
of  experience  to  be  gained  by  living  beings  the  supreme  Lord  desires 
creation.  By  the  will  of  God,  motion  is  set  up  in  the  atoms  of  air  due 
to  their  conjunction  under  the  influence  of  the  unseen  tendencies  that 
begin  to  operate  in  all  souls.  The  atoms  of  air  unite  to  form  dyads 
and  triads,  and  finally  the  great  air,  and  soon  appear  the  great  water, 
then  the  great  earth,  and  then  the  great  fire.  By  the  mere  thought  of 
God  (abhidhyanamatrat) ,  the  cosmic  egg  is  produced  out  of  the  fire 
and  the  earth  atoms,  and  in  it  the  Lord  produces  the  world  and  the 
Brahma,  who  is  assigned  the  future  work  of  creation.  Brahma  is  the 
highest  in  the  hierarchy  of  selves,  and  he  holds  the  post  as  long  as  his 


1  N.B.,  iv.  2.  14. 

J  N.B.  and  N.V.,  iv.  2.  12. 


1  N.S.,  ii.  1.  35-36. 
4  P.P.,  pp.  48  ff. 
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merit  requires.  The  world  as  a  whole  is  not  the  creation  of  Brahma, 
nor  is  its  destruction  the  automatic  result  of  the  exhaustion  of  his 
merit.  The  supreme  Lord  is  responsible  for  it.  Brahma,  endowed 
with  the  highest  degrees  of  knowledge,  dispassion  and  power,  creates 
his  mind-born  sons,  the  Prajapatis,  the  Manus,  gods,  fathers,  seers  and 
the  four  castes,  and  all  other  living  beings  in  accord  with  their  respective 
impressional  potencies.1  According  to  Sridhara,  the  three  infinitely 
great  unchanging  substances,  space,  time  and  aka£a,  are  unaffected 
by  the  processes  of  creation  and  destruction.  There  is  no  such  thing 
as  a  new  creation  of  the  universe.  Any  one  universe  is  one  of  a 
beginningless  series.  The  world  is  brought  into  being  to  enable  con¬ 
scious  spirits  to  obtain  their  share  of  experience  according  to  their 
respective  worths.  The  universe  is  the  actualisation  of  the  potential 
worths  of  beings,  and  is  created  by  their  acts  and  for  their  experiences. 
The  highest  being  at  any  time  in  the  universe  is  Brahma,  and  the 
whole  universe  is  said  to  exist  for  his  experience.  But  as  all  worth 
is  something  acquired  and  so  has  a  beginning  as  well  as  an  end, 
even  Brahma’s  worth  is  not  unlimited.  When  it  ends,  the  universe  is 
said  to  come  to  an  end.  There  will,  however,  remain  the  unenjoyed 
remnants  of  other  peoples’  experiences.  If  one  Brahma’s  worth  ends, 
another  Brahma  will  step  into  the  throne  and  will  fill  the  highest  place 
in  the  hierarchy.  So  every  universe  has  its  predecessor  and  successor, 
and  the  flow  will  go  on  for  ever.2 

The  atoms  which  are  the  material  causes  of  the  dyads  are  eternal 
and  cannot  be  destroyed.  The  dyads  are  destroyed,  not  by  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  the  primary  atoms,  but  by  the  destruction  of  the  conjunction 
of  the  primary  atoms. 3  The  ancient  Naiyayikas  believed  that  the 
destruction  of  the  effects  is  immediately  brought  about  by  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  their  causes,  except  in  the  case  of  dyads,  where  the  conjunction 
is  destroyed  and  not  their  material  causes.  Later  Naiyayikas,  however, 
are  of  the  opinion  that  in  all  cases  the  conjunction  is  destroyed.  This 
is  more  satisfactory,  since  destruction  is  viewed  as  a  gradual  dissolution 
of  things  into  their  components.  If  the  process  of  destruction  repeats 
but  does  not  reverse  the  process  of  creation,  and  if  the  destruction  of 
the  effects  follows  that  of  the  parts,  then  there  must  be  an  interval 
when  the  parts  have  vanished  and  the  effect  remains,  and  it  is  impossible 
to  conceive  where  the  effect  could  reside  in  the  interval.  It  cannot 


1  Faddegon  notices  an  important  difference  between  the  order  of  creation 
and  that  of  destruction.  Fire,  instead  of  being  created  immediately  after 
air,  is  formed  last.  “  The  author’s  reason  for  changing  the  order  was  to 
place  the  creation  of  the  fire  immediately  before  the  formation  of  the 
mundane  egg,  the  Hiranyagarbha,  which,  being  of  gold,  consisted  of  a  mixture 
of  fire  and  earth.  The  harmony  of  the  system  was  thus  broken  for  the 
purpose  of  complying  with  current  mythological  ideas  ”  ( Vaisesika  System 
p.  164). 

2  Udayana  :  Atmatattvaviveka. 

2  Paramanudravyasamyoganaia. 
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be  in  the  parts  which  are  extinct  nor  in  the  atoms,  since  they  are  not 
directly  connected  with  the  effects.1 

Samkara  criticises  the  Vaisesika  theory  of  atomism  on  several 
grounds.  The  beginning  of  motion  in  the  state  of  dissolution  (pralaya) 
is  inconceivable.  Human  effort  cannot  account  for  it,  since  it  does 
not  yet  exist.  If  the  unseen  principle  of  adrsta  is  regarded  as  the 
source,  where  does  it  reside  ?  If  it  abides  in  the  souls,  it  cannot 
affect  the  atoms  ;  if  it  abides  in  the  atoms,  then  as  unintelligent  it 
cannot  start  motion.  If  the  soul  is  supposed  to  inhere  in  the  atoms 
and  the  unseen  principle  to  be  combined  with  it,  then  there  would  be 
eternal  activity,  which  is  opposed  to  the  existence  of  the  state  of  dis¬ 
solution.  Besides,  the  unseen  principle  is  said  to  bring  about  reward 
and  punishment  for  souls,  and  it  has  little  to  do  with  the  origin  and  the 
dissolution  of  the  universe.  Sarhkara  raises  difficulties  about  atomic 
combination.  If  the  atoms  combine  as  wholes,  then  there  is  complete 
interpenetration,  and  so  there  is  no  increase  of  bulk,  and  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  things  is  not  possible.  If  the  atoms  combine  in  parts,  then 
the  atom  must  be  regarded  as  possessing  parts.  Besides,  how  atomic 
compounds  acquire  spatial  properties  which  the  atomic  units  do  not 
possess  is  hardly  intelligible.  By  a  combination  of  atoms  we  get 
properties  which  were  not  in  the  atoms  themselves.  Nor  is  it  easy  to 
understand  how  minute  and  indestructible  atoms  can  be  regarded  as 
possessing  colour  and  like  properties.  Again,  among  gross  elements, 
fire,  air,  earth,  water  and  ether,  some  possess  more  attributes  than 
others  ;  while  water  has  colour,  taste  and  touch,  air  has  touch  only. 
These  properties  must  be  possessed  in  some  form  by  the  atoms  them¬ 
selves.  So  atoms  of  water  must  have  more  properties  than  those  of 
air.  But  an  increase  of  properties  means  an  increase  in  size,  which 
is  hardly  consistent  with  the  view  that  all  atoms  are  of  the  same  size. 
There  is  the  further  difficulty  about  the  conjunction  (samyoga)  of  the 
soul  and  manas  and  the  atoms  which  are  all  partless.  Again,  the 
atoms  must  be  either  ever  active  or  ever  inactive,  or  both  or  neither. 
If  they  are  ever  active,  dissolution  is  impossible  ;  if  they  are  ever 
inactive,  creation  is  impossible  ;  if  they  are  both,  it  is  self-contra¬ 
dictory  ;  if  they  are  neither,  then  activity  and  inactivity  would  require 
operative  causes,  and  these  latter,  like  the  unseen  principle  being  in 
permanent  connection  with  the  atoms,  would  produce  permanent 
activity  or  permanent  inactivity.* 

Modern  thought  is  suspicious  of  the  atomic  hypothesis. 
The  Vaisesika  view  that  the  contiguous  or  the  extended  is 

1  The  Vaisesika  conceives  of  two  kinds  of  destruction,  an  avamtara- 
pralaya,  or  intermediate  dissolution,  where  only  tangible  products  are 
destroyed,  and  a  mahapralaya,  or  a  universal  destruction,  where  all  things, 
material  and  immaterial,  are  resolved  into  the  atoms.  Srsfi  (creation)  and 
pralaya  (destruction)  are  the  phases  of  potentiality  and  explication  of  the 
eternal  substances.  Cp.  Mahanarayana  Upanisad,  v  ;  Keith  :  I.L.A.  p.  216. 

*  S.B.,  ii.  2.  14 
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composed  of  an  infinite  number  of  non-contiguous,  un¬ 
extended  units  is  but  a  hypothesis,  since  nothing  actual  is 
confined  to  any  of  these  units.  The  smallest  event  has 
duration,  and  contains  an  infinite  number  of  such  mathe¬ 
matical  units. 

The  atomic  theory  of  the  Vaisesika,  it  has  been  alleged, 
owes  its  inspiration  to  Greek  thought,  and  arose  possibly  at 
a  period  when  India  was  in  contact  with  the  Western  world, 
where  the  doctrine  was  widespread.1  In  the  present  state 
of  our  knowledge  it  is  difficult  to  say  anything  definite  on  this 
question.  Apart,  however,  from  the  general  conception  of  the 
atom  as  the  imperceptible  unit,  there  is  practically  nothing 
in  common  between  the  Greek  and  the  Indian  versions  of  the 
atomic  theory.  According  to  Democritus,  atoms  have  only 
quantitative  differences  and  not  qualitative  ones.  He  believed 
in  an  indefinite  multitude  of  atoms,  destitute  of  quality  and 
divisibility,  but  differing  in  figure,  size,  weight,  position  and 
arrangement.  For  Kanada  the  atoms  are  different  in  kind, 
each  possessing  its  one  distinct  individuality  (visesa).  As  a 
result,  the  qualitative  differences  of  objects  are  reduced  to 
quantitative  ones  with  the  Greek  thinker,  while  it  is  otherwise 
with  the  Vaisesika.  It  follows  that  the  Indian  thinker  does 
not  accept  the  Greek  view  that  secondary  qualities  are  not 
inherent  in  the  atoms.  For  Democritus  and  Epicurus,  the 
atoms  are  by  nature  in  motion,  while  for  Kanada  they  are 
primarily  at  rest.  Another  fundamental  difference  between 
the  two  lies  in  the  fact  that  while  Democritus  believed  it 
possible  for  atoms  to  constitute  souls,  the  Vaisesikas  dis¬ 
tinguish  souls  from  atoms  and  regard  them  as  co-eternal 
existences.  The  Greek  atomists  developed  a  mechanical  view 
of  the  universe,  God  being  banished  from  the  world.  The 
atoms,  infinite  in  number  and  diversified  in  form,  fall  through 
boundless  space,  and  in  so  doing  dash  against  each  other,  since 
the  larger  ones  are  moved  more  rapidly  than  the  smaller. 
Thus  falling  into  vortices  they  form  aggregates  and  worlds. 
The  changes  in  the  motions  of  the  atoms  are  said  to  occur  in 
an  incalculable  way.2  Though  the  early  Vaisesikas  did  not 
openly  admit  the  hypothesis  of  God,  they  made  the  principle 

1  Keith  :  I.L.A.,  pp.  17-18. 

*  Wallace  :  Epicureanism,  p.  100. 
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of  the  moral  law  or  dharma  (adrsta)  central  to  their  whole 
system.  The  atomistic  view  of  the  Vaisesika  is  thus  coloured 
by  a  spiritual  tendency  which  is  lacking  in  the  Greek  coun¬ 
terpart  of  it.  There  are  thus  distinctive  features  of  the 
Vaisesika  atomism  which  cannot  be  due  to  Greek  influence, 
and  it  is  easy  to  find  the  anticipations  of  the  atomic  theory  in 
early  Indian  thought. 

Till  the  other  day  the  atomic  theory  held  the  field  even 
in  physics.  Recent  advances  are,  however,  unfavourable  to  it. 
Mass  is  no  longer  an  unalterable  quantity,  but  is  said  to  vary 
with  velocity.  It  is  resolved  into  infinitesimal  centres  of 
electric  energy,  with  no  bodily  support,  scattered  at  relatively 
wide  intervals  and  flying  to  and  fro  at  incredible  velocities. 
Heat,  light  and  motion  are  found  to  have  weight  quite  apart 
from  matter.  The  atom  has  now  become  a  system  of  electrons, 
which  are  units  deriving  their  character  from  ether.  The 
atom  is  a  miniature  solar  system,  with  a  central  sun  of  one 
revolving  mass  round  which  tiny  electrons  are  flying  in 
obedience  to  the  law  of  gravity  which  binds  the  earth  to  the 
sun.  The  old  atomic  theory  is  unable  to  explain  the  new 
facts.  Yet  it  was  a  fruitful  theory  judged  by  its  triumphs 
in  science.  Atomism  displaced  animism,  which  is  smitten 
with  sterility  so  far  as  science  goes.  But  in  Greece,  as  well  as 
in  India,  the  hypothesis  was  put  forward  as  a  metaphysical 
one,  and  not  a  scientifically  verified  principle.  In  the  nature 
of  the  case,  empirical  verification  is  not  possible.1  It  is  a 
conceptual  scheme  adopted  to  explain  the  facts  of  nature. 
It  is  not  a  matter  of  observation  but  a  question  of  principle. 
Since  it  bases  its  claim  for  acceptance  on  the  ground  of  the 
order  and  harmony  which  it  introduces  into  our  conception 
of  the  universe,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  us  from  rejecting 
the  hypothesis  if  we  find  that  it  ceases  to  have  explanatory 
value. 

1  “  The  atomic  theory  has  never  properly  been  proved  either  in  ancient 
or  in  modern  times.  It  was,  it  is,  and  it  remains,  not  a  theory  in  the  strict 
sense  of  the  word,  but  merely  an  hypothesis,  though  an  hypothesis,  it  is 
true,  of  unparalleled  vitality  and  endurance,  which  has  yielded  a  splendid 
harvest  to  physical  and  chemical  research  down  to  our  own  day.  Still  it 
is  an  hypothesis,  and  its  assumption  of  facts  that  lie  far  beyond  the  limits 
of  human  perception  deprives  it  for  all  time  of  direct  verification  "  (Gomperz  : 
Greek  Thinkers ,  vol.  i.  p.  353. 
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VII 

Quality 

Whilfe  substance  is  capable  of  existing  independently  by 
itself,  quality  or  guna  1  cannot  so  exist.  It  abides  in  sub¬ 
stance  and  has  itself  no  qualities.  Kanada  defines  it  as 
“  that  which  has  substance  for  its  substratum,  has  no  further 
qualities,  and  is  not  a  cause  of,  nor  has  any  concern  with, 
conjunction  or  disj unction.”  2  The  Sutra  mentions  seventeen 
qualities  :  colour  (rupa),  taste  (rasa),  smell  (gandha),  touch 
(sparsa),  number  (samkhya),  size  (parimana),  individuality 
(prthaktva),  conjunction  (samyoga),  disjunction  (vibhaga), 
priority  (paratva),  posteriority  (aparatva),  knowledge  (buddhi), 
pleasure  (sukha),  pain  (duhkha),  desire  (iccha),  aversion  (dvesa), 
and  effort  (prayatna).3  To  these  Prasastapada  adds  seven 
more,  which  are  heaviness  (gurutva),  fluidity  (dravatva), 
viscidity  (sneha),  merit  (dharma),  demerit  (adharma),  sound 
(sabda),  and  faculty  (samskara) .  4  Attempts  were  made  to 
add  lightness  (laghutva),  softness  (mrdutva),  hardness  (kathi- 
natva)  to  the  qualities,  but  they  did  not  succeed,  since  light¬ 
ness  is  only  the  absence  of  heaviness,  and  softness  and  hardness 
were  regarded  as  representing  different  degrees  of  conjunction. 5 
Modern  Naiyayikas  drop  priority,  posteriority  and  individu¬ 
ality,  since  the  two  former  are  dependent  on  space  and  time, 
white  individuality  is  mutual  non-existence  (anyonyabhava) . 
Qualities  include  both  mental  and  material  properties. 

The  qualities  that  belong  to  eternal  substances  are  called  eternal, 
and  those  of  transient  ones  non-eternal.  Those  that  subsist  in  two 
or  more  substances  are  said  to  be  general,  while  those  residing  in  only 
one  substance  are  said  to  be  specific.  Colour,  taste,  smell,  touch, 
viscidity,  natural  fluidity,  knowledge,  pleasure,  pain,  desire,  aversion, 
effort,  merit,  demerit,  faculty  and  sound  are  special  qualities  which 
help  to  distinguish  objects  which  possess  them  from  others,  while 
qualities  like  number,  dimension,  individuality,  conjunction,  dis¬ 
junction,  priority,  posteriority,  heaviness,  caused  fluidity,  velocity  are 
general  qualities.6  These  belong  to  substances  in  general,  and  am 

1  The  term  guna  has  a  distinct  sense  in  the  Samkhya  system. 

*  i.  i.  16.  See  P.P.,  p.  94.  3  i.  1.  6. 

4  P.P.,  p.  10.  5  Tarkasamgrahadipikd,  4. 

6  P.P.,  pp.  95-96. 
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notional  in  their  character.  They  are  not  as  objective  as  the  other 
qualities.  Number,  for  example,  is  regarded  as  subjective.  The  same 
object  may  be  viewed  as  either  one  or  many.  Number,  dimension, 
individuality,  conjunction,  and  disjunction  belong  to  all  substances. 
While  time  and  space  possess  no  other  qualities,  aka&a  has  sound  also. 
Manas,  which  is  regarded  as  corporeal  (murta)  has  the  seven  qualities 
of  the  atomic  substances  together  with  velocity.  The  self  has  the  five 
general  qualities  and  the  nine  special  ones  of  knowledge,  pleasure, 
pain,  desire,  aversion,  effort,  merit  and  demerit,  and  capacity  in  the 
sense  of  mental  impressibility.  God  has  the  five  general  qualities,  and 
in  addition,  knowledge,  desire  and  effort.1  Qualities  are  also  distin¬ 
guished  into  those  open  to  perception  and  those  that  are  not.  Merit 
and  demerit,  heaviness  and  capacity  are  not  open  to  perception.  A 
distinction  is  also  made  into  qualities  like  colour,  taste,  smell  and 
tangibility,  and  sound,  which  are  apprehended  only  by  one  sense-organ, 
and  others  like  number,  size,  individuality,  conjunction,  disjunction, 
priority  and  posteriority,  fluidity,  viscidity  and  speed,  which  are  appre¬ 
hended  by  two  senses.  The  qualities  of  self,  such  as  knowledge,  pleasure: 
pain,  desire,  aversion,  effort  are  perceptible  by  manas.2 

Colour  (rupa)  is  what  is  apprehended  only  by  the  eye  and 
is  found  in  earth,  water  and  light,  though  in  the  two  latter 
the  colour  is  permanent.  In  earth  it  varies  when  heat  is 
applied.  Seven  different  colours  are  admitted,  such  as  white, 
blue,  yellow,  red,  green,  brown  and  variegated  (citra).  Taste 
(rasa)  is  the  quality  of  things  apprehended  only  by  the  tongue. 
Earth  and  water  have  taste.  Five  different  tastes  are  admitted, 
which  are  sweet,  sour,  pungent  (katu),  astringent  (kasaya) 
and  bitter  (tikta).  Odour  (gandha)  is  the  specific  quality 
which  can  be  apprehended  only  by  the  organ  of  smell.  It  is 
fragrant  or  the  reverse,  and  belongs  to  earth.  Touch  (sparsa) 
is  the  quality  which  is  apprehended  only  by  the  skin.  The 
admission  of  three  kinds  of  touch,  cold,  hot,  neither  hot  nor 
cold,  makes  us  feel  that  touch  is  really  temperature.  It 
belongs  to  earth,  water,  light  and  air.  .Sometimes  touch  is 
made  to  cover  qualities,  as  roughness,  hardness,  smoothness 
and  softness.  3  Sound  (sabda)  is  the  quality  of  akasa. 

Number  (samkhya)  is  that  quality  of  things  by  virtue  of 
which  we  use  the  terms  one,  two,  three.  Of  these  numbers, 
unity  (ekatva)  is  eternal,  as  well  as  non-eternal,  while  other 
numbers  are  non-eternal  only.  When  we  see  a  jar  we  have 

1  Bhasapariccheda,  pp.  25-34.  *  P.P.,  p.  96. 

J  Athalye  :  Tarkasamgraha,  pp.  I55-I56- 
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a  knowledge  of  the  unity  or  singleness  of  the  object  seen. 
If  we  see  another  jar,  it  is  also  apprehended  as  one,  and  there 
is  no  duality  (dvitva)  in  it.  By  thinking  together  the  unities 
of  the  two  objects  we  produce  duality.  The  conception  of 
all  numbers  beyond  the  first  is  due  to  the  activity  of  thought 
(apeksabuddhi).1 

Dimension  (parimiti)  is  that  quality  of  things  by  virtue 
of  which  we  are  able  to  measure  things  and  apprehend  them 
as  great  or  small,  long  or  short.  Dimension  is  eternal  in  eternal 
substances  and  transient  in  non-eternal  ones.  Akasa  has 
extreme  greatness  (paramamahattvam),  an  atom  extreme 
smallness  (parimandalya).  The  dimension  of  non-eternal 
substances  is  determined  by  the  number,  magnitude  and 
arrangement  of  the  parts  composing  them.2  Dyads  are  minute, 
while  the  rest  are  of  limited  magnitude. 

Individuality  (prthaktva)  is  the  basis  of  distinctions 
among  things. 3  It  is  real  and  not  conceptual  in  character. 
It  is  eternal  or  transient  according  to  the  nature  of  the  sub¬ 
stance  in  which  it  resides.  While  individuality  is  applied  to 
non-eternal  things  also,  visesa,  or  particularity,  applies  to  the 
eternal  substances.  Individuality  refers  to  the  numerical 
differences  of  things,  while  particularity  deals  with  the 
qualitative  peculiarities  of  things. 

Conjunction  (samyoga)  and  disjunction  4  (vibhaga)  refer 
respectively  to  the  union  of  things  which  were  separate  and 
separation  of  things  which  were  in  union.  Conjunction  is 
brought  about  by  motion  of  one  thing,  as  when  a  flying  kite 
comes  into  contact  with  a  fixed  post,  or  of  both  the  things,  as 
when  two  fighting  rams  butt  against  each  other.  Conjunction 
is  also  brought  about  by  another  conjunction.  When  we 
write  with  a  pen,  the  conjunction  of  pen  and  paper  brings 
about  the  conjunction  of  the  hand  with  the  paper.  Since 
the  two  things  that  are  conjoined  must  first  have  been 
separate,  there  cannot  be  conjunction  between  two  all- 

1  Nydyakandall,  pp.  118—119;  Upaskara,  vii.  2.  8.  While  the  Nyaya  is  of 
opinion  that  duality,  etc.,  are  real,  like  unity,  though  revealed  by  cognition, 
the  Vaisesika  holds  that  these  numbers  are  not  simply  revealed  by  intelli¬ 
gence  but  created  by  it.  In  this  account  the  Vaisesika  forgets  that  even 
the  idea  of  oneness  cannot  arise  so  long  as  there  is  only  one  object.  As 
much  as  the  idea  of  duality  it  requires  the  exercise  of  thought. 

1  V.S.,  vii.  1.  8-9,  3  V.S.,  vii.  2.  2.  4  P.P.,  pp.  139  s.,  151  fi. 
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pervading  things  which  are  never  apart  from  each  other. 
Disjunction  is  also  caused  by  the  motion  of  one  of  the  two 
things,  or  both,  or  by  another  disjunction.  Conjunction  and 
disjunction  account  for  the  changes  of  things. 

Priority  (paratva)  and  posteriority  (aparatva)  1  are  the 
bases  of  the  notions  of  remote  and  near  in  time  and  space 
alike.  These  are  not  so  much  qualities  as  relations  of  cor¬ 
poreal  things.  That  these  relations  are  not  absolute  is 
admitted  by  Prasastapada.2 

Pleasure,  pain,  desire,  hatred  and  effort,  as  well  as  know¬ 
ledge,  are  qualities  of  the  soul.  Heaviness  (gurutva)  is  the 
quality  of  things  by  which  they  tend,  when  let  fall,  to  reach 
the  ground. 3  The  heaviness  of  the  atoms  of  earth  and  of 
water  is  eternal,  while  that  of  products  is  non-eternal. 
Fluidity,  which  is  the  cause  of  the  action  of  flowing,  is  either 
self-existent  (sarhsiddhika)  or  caused  (naimittika).  Water  is 
naturally  fluid,  while  earth  is  so  for  extraneous  reasons.  4 
Viscidity  (sneha)  belongs  to  water,  and  is  the  cause  of  cohesion, 
smoothness,  etc. 5  Dharma  and  adharma  are  qualities  of  the 
soul  by  virtue  of  which  it  enjoys  happiness  or  suffers  misery. 
Adrsta  is  the  unseen  power  produced  by  souls  and  things, 
which  brings  about  the  cosmic  order  and  enables  the  selves  to 
reap  the  harvest  of  their  past  experiences.  In  the  Vaisesika 
it  serves  as  the  general  panacea  for  all  logical  difficulties. 

Whatever  cannot  be  accounted  for  is  traced  to  adrsta.  The 

•  •  • 

movement  of  the  needle  towards  the  magnet,  the  circulation 
of  moisture  in  plants,  the  upward  motion  of  fire,  the  motion 
of  air  and  the  original  movement  of  the  atoms,  are  all  assigned 
to  adrsta.6  The  demand  for  an  explanation  is  satisfied  by 
the  reference  of  an  event  to  a  power  regarded  as  sufficient  to 
produce  it.  Adrsta  in  the  scheme  of  the  Vaisesika  is  the 
deiis  ex  machina  of  the  dramatists,  whose  function  it  is  to 
descend  from  heaven  and  cut  the  tragic  knot  when  other 
means  to  disentangle  the  confusion  is  not  available.  The 
limitations  of  the  Vaisesika  philosophy  are  just  the  points 

1  P.P.,  pp.  164  ff.  1  P.P.,  p.  99. 

3  V.S.,  v.  1.  7-18  ;  v.  2.  3  ;  P.P.,  p.  263. 

«  P.P.,  p.  264.  s  P.P.,  p.  266. 

6  v.  1.  15  ;  v.  2.  7,  13  ;  iv.  2.  7.  Kepler  explained  planetary  motions 
by  attributing  them  to  celestial  spirits  (Whewell  :  History  of  the  Inductive 
Sciences,  3rd.  ed.,  vol.  i,  p.  41 0 
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where  adrsta  is  said  to  operate.  The  beginnings  of  the  uni¬ 
verse,  the  order  and  beauty  of  it,  the  linking  together  of 
things  as  means  to  ends,  are  traced  to  adrsta.  When  the 
later  thinkers  accepted  the  reality  of  God,  adrsta  became  the 
vehicle  through  which  God’s  will  operates.  Faculty  (samskara) 
is  of  three  different  kinds  :  velocity  (vega),  which  keeps  a  thing 
in  motion  ;  mental  impressibility  (bhavana),  by  which  the  soul 
is  able  to  remember  and  recognise  things  already  experienced, 
and  elasticity  (sthitisthapaka) ,  by  virtue  of  which  a  thing 
reverts  to  its  original  state  even  when  it  is  disturbed.  Velocity 
is  produced  in  the  five  corporeal  substances  by  action  or 
motion,  and  is  counteracted  by  the  conjunction  of  tangible 
solid  substances.  Elasticity  subsists  in  substances  which  con¬ 
tract  and  expand. 


VIII 

Karma  or  Activity 

Karma,  or  movement,1  is  regarded  as  an  irreducible  element 
of  the  universe.  It  is  neither  substance  nor  quality,  but  an 
independent  category  by  itself.  All  movements  belong  to 
substances  as  much  as  qualities.  Only  while  a  quality  is  a 
permanent  feature  of  the  substance,  activity  is  a  transitory 
one.  The  heaviness  of  the  body  is  a  quality,  while  its  falling 
is  an  accident.  Qualities  which  continue  to  exist  are  called 
guna,  while  those  that  cease  to  exist  are  called  karma.  It  is 
a  distinction  between  continuant  and  occurrent  qualities.2 
Kanada  defines  activity  as  that  which  resides  only  in  one 
substance,  is  devoid  of  qualities,  and  is  the  direct  and  imme¬ 
diate  cause  of  conjunction  and  disjunction. 3  Five  kinds  of 
movement  are  distinguished,  which  are  upward,  downward, 
contraction,  expansion,  and  movement  in  general.  Karma 
is  instantaneous  in  its  simplest  form,  while  velocity  is  a  per¬ 
sistent  tendency  and  implies  a  series  of  motions.  Karma  in 
all  its  forms  is  transient,  and  comes  to  an  end  either  by  a  sub¬ 
sequent  conjunction  or  destruction  of  its  basic  substance. 

1  Karma  here  signifies  movement,  and  not  voluntary  action  or  the  law 
of  moral  causation. 

1  Cp.  W.  E.  Johnson  :  Logic,  vol.  i,  p.  xxxvii.  3  V.S.,  i.  i.  7. 
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Akasa,  time,  space,  soul,  though  substances,  are  devoid  of 
action,  since  they  are  incorporeal.1 


IX 

Samanya  or  Generality 

When  we  admit  a  plurality  of  substances,  it  is  evident 
there  will  be  relations  among  them.  The  substances  will  be 
similar  to  one  another,  since  they  are  all  substances  ;  they 
will  be  diverse  from  one  another,  since  they  are  separate  sub¬ 
stances.  When  we  find  a  property  residing  in  many  things 
we  call  it  samanya,  or  general  ;  but  if  we  regard  it  as  dis¬ 
tinguishing  these  objects  from  others,  we  call  it  visesa,  or 
particular.  Kanada  seems  to  regard  the  generality  as  a 
conceptual  product.2 3  When  we  come  to  Prasastapada,  the 
conceptual  view  gives  place  to  the  more  popular  realist  doctrine, 
which  regards  the  generality  as  eternal,  one,  and  residing  in 
many  things  belonging  to  the  group  of  substance,  quality 
or  action.  Conjunction  and  duality  are  intimately  related  to 
many  things,  but  are  not  eternal.  Akasa  is  eternal,  but  is 
not  related  to  many  things.  Absolute  non-existence  is  eternal, 
and  is  also  a  quality  of  many  things,  but  is  not  intimately 
related  to,  i.e.  is  not  a  constituent  element  of,  many  things. 
Similarly,  particularity  is  not  samanya,  since  then  it  would 
lose  its  nature  and  become  confused  with  the  latter.  Intimate 
relation  (samavaya)  cannot  be  confused  with  samanya,  since 
then  it  will  require  intimate  relation  with  intimate  relation, 
and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  Samanya,  or  the  generality,  by  the 
possession  of  which  different  individuals  are  referred  to  one 
class,  is  an  independent  category.  It  is  eternal  (nityam), 
one  (ekam),  residing  in  many  (anekanugatam).3  It  is  present 

1  V.S.,  v.  2.  21  ;  ii.  i.  2i.  It  is  doubtful  whether  Kanada  regards  the 
soul  as  without  action. 

2  ii.  i .  3  ff •  See  vi.  2.  16.  Prasastapada  limits  movements  to  physical 
bodies,  atoms  and  the  manas. 

3  Udayana  says  that  there  is  no  jati,  or  generality,  where  only  one  indi¬ 
vidual  exists  as  akasa  (abheda),  where  there  is  no  difference  of  individuality 
as,  say,  between  ghata  and  kalasa  (tulyatvam),  where  there  is  confusion 
of  objects  belonging  to  different  classes  (samkara),  where  there  is  infinite 
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in  all  objects  of  its  class  (svavisayasarvagatam),  with  an 
identical  nature  (abhinnatmakam)  and  cause  of  the  notion  of 
concordance  (anuvrttipratyayakaranam).1  While  substance, 
quality  and  action  have  the  generality  :  generality,  particularity, 
inherence  and  non-existence  have  no  generality.  Generality 
cannot  exist  in  another  generality.  Treeness  (vrksattva)  and 
jarness  (ghatatva)  are  themselves  generals,  and  cannot  have 
another  common  to  them  all,  since  that  would  land  us  in 
infinite  regress. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  generality,  higher  and  lower.  The 
highest  generality  is  that  of  being  (satta).2  It  covers  the 
largest  number  of  things.  It  includes  all,  and  is  not  included 
in  anything  It  is  not  a  species  of  any  higher  genus.  While 
being  is  the  only  true  universal,  the  true  particulars  are  the 
individuals  themselves  (antyavisesa)  and  between  the  two 
we  have  universal-particulars,  such  as  substance  and  the  rest, 
which  cover  a  limited  number  of  things.  These  latter  serve 
as  bases  of  inclusive  as  well  as  exclusive  cognitions,  since 
they  are  both  species  and  genera. 3  The  extension  determines 
the  grade  of  generality. 


regress  (anavastha),  where  there  is  a  violation  of  essence  (rupahani),  where 
there  is  no  relation  (asambandha) .  See  Siddhantamukldvali,  p.  8. 

The  Advaita  refuses  to  admit  jati.  While  admitting  that  jarness 
(ghatatva)  constitutes  the  jar  as  such,  it  refuses  to  allow  that  jati  is  a  thing 
in  itself.  See  Vedantaparibhasa,  i. 

1  Cp.  Clarke’s  definition  :  “  The  essence  of  an  object  is  the  true  nature 
of  the  object  which  it  shares  with  all  other  objects  belonging  to  the  same 
class  and  called  by  the  same  name  ;  a  nature  which  is  perfectly  alike  in 
all,  and  as  conceived  by  us,  is  not  only  alike  in  all,  but  the  same  in  all  ; 
a  nature  which  is  the  source  of  the  common  qualities  of  the  objects,  causing 
them  to  resemble  one  another  and  to  make  on  us  similar  impressions  .  .  . 
a  nature  which  can  be  reached  by  the  intellect  and  by  the  intellect  alone, 
in  virtue  of  its  immaterial  and  supersensible  character  "  (Logic). 

The  Jains  regard  the  universal  as  multiform,  non-eternal,  limited,  i.e. 
non-ubiquitous.  It  is  the  common  character  of  the  members  of  the  class. 
The  Nyaya-Vaisesika  and  Purva  Mlmamsa  hold  that  the  universal  has  its 
objective  counterpart  in  a  real  essence  in  the  world  different  from  the 
individuals,  one,  eternal,  ubiquitous.  According  to  the  Jains,  the  universal 
has  its  reality  in  the  common  character  or  similarity  of  individuals,  which 
is  not  one  but  many,  existing  in  many  individuals,  non-eternal,  i.e.  being 
produced  and  destroyed  along  with  the  individual  in  which  it  exists,  and 
not  all-pervading,  but  confined  only  to  the  individual  in  which  it  exists. 

*  V.S.,  i.  2.  4,  7-10,  17  ;  P.P.,  p.  311. 

3  P.P.,  p.  11.  See  Ui:  The  V aisesika  Philosophy,  pp.  99-100.  Cp.  Sapta 
paddy thl,  p.  5:  “  Samanyam  param  aparam  paraparam  ceti  trividham." 
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A  distinction  is  also  made  into  akhanda  and  sakhanda,  jati  and 
upadhi.  The  jati  of  a  thing  is  inborn,  natural  and  eternal,  while  the 
upadhi  is  adventitious  and  transitory.  Every  common  characteristic 
is  not  a  jati.  Since  some  persons  are  blind,  we  cannot  have  a  jati  of 
blindness.  The  classification  of  men  as  human  beings  is  a  jati,  while 
their  grouping  according  to  their  nationality  or  language  is  an  upadhi. 
Humanity  distinguishes  human  beings  from  other  animals,  but  black¬ 
ness  does  not  differentiate  black  men  from  black  sheep  or  black  stones.1 
The  former  is  a  natural  classification,  while  the  latter  is  an  artificial  one. 

Pra6astapada  gives  to  samanya  a  reality  independent  of  individual 
objects.  The  later  Vaisesikas  adopt  the  realist  view  of  the  inde¬ 
pendent  existence  of  the  universals,  which  are  said  to  subsist  even  in 
the  state  of  pralaya,  or  the  destruction  of  the  world.  The  universals, 
on  this  view,  answer  to  the  separate,  suprasensual  arch-typal  forms  of 
Plato’s  poetical  fancy.2 3  While  Kanada  insisted  more  on  the  activity 
of  thought  and  therefore  the  inseparable  relation  between  the  universal 
and  the  individual,  Prasastapada  shifts  the  stress  to  the  eternal  nature 
of  the  universals.  He  is  thus  compelled  to  the  viewT  that  in  creation 
universals  enter  into  the  individuals  and  make  for  themselves  temporary 
manifestations. 3  The  crux  of  such  a  position  is  the  relation  of  the 
universal  and  the  particular,  the  essence  and  the  existence.  Pra£as- 
tapada’s  view  is  akin  to  Plato’s  realism,  according  to  which  sensible 
things  are  what  they  are  by  participation  in  the  universal  forms  of 


1  N.S.,  ii.  2.  71.  The  Jainas  classify  generality  into  crosswise  and  vertical. 
The  crosswise  is  a  similar  development  in  several  instances,  while  the 
vertical  is  the  identity  which  persists  in  the  prior  and  posterior  states  of 
an  object.  The  former  is  the  static  universal  and  the  latter  is  the  dynamic 
identity.  See  Pramdnanayatattvdl.okdlamkdra,  v.  3-5. 

2  The  following  quotations  from  Aristotle  help  us  to  understand  the 

difficulties  of  the  problem.  In  his  Metaphysics  Aristotle  says  :  “  Two 

things  may  be  fairly  ascribed  to  Socrates — inductive  arguments  and  universal 
definition,  both  of  which  are  concerned  with  the  starting-point  of  science. 
But  Socrates  did  not  make  the  universals  or  the  definitions  exist  apart  ; 
his  successors,  however,  gave  them  separate  existence,  and  this  was  the 
kind  of  thing  they  called  Ideas  "  (E.T.,  by  Ross,  10786.  28).  Agreeing  with 
Socrates,  Aristotle  criticises  the  Platonists  :  "  They  at  the  same  time  treat 
the  Ideas  as  universal  substances,  and  as  separable  and  individual.  That 
this  is  not  possible  has  been  shown  before.  The  reason  why  those  who  say 
the  Ideas  are  universal  combined  those  two  views  in  one  is  that  they  did 
not  make  the  Ideal  substances  identical  with  sensible  things.  They  thought 
that  the  sensible  particulars  were  in  a  state  of  flux  and  none  of  them 
remained,  but  that  the  universal  was  apart  from  these  and  different.  And 
Socrates  gave  the  impulse  to  this  theory  ...  by  means  of  his  definitions, 
but  he  did  not  separate  them  from  the  particulars  ;  and  in  this  he  thought 
rightly  in  not  separating  them  "  ( Metaphysics ,  1086 a.  32,  E.T.,  by  Ross). 

3  Cp.  with  this  the  view  of  Duns  Scotus,  that  general  notions  are  not 
only  in  objects  potential,  but  active,  and  generality  is  not  only  formed  by 
the  understanding,  but  it  exists  previous  to  mental  conception  as  a  reality 
indifferent  to  general  or  individual  existence. 
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Ideas  which  are  eternal  and  self-subsistent.  All  the  objections  urged 
against  Plato’s  view,1  that  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  without 
division  or  multiplication  Ideas  can  participate  in  the  individuals  and 
the  individuals  in  the  Ideas,  that  a  still  higher  universal  is  necessary 
to  connect  the  Idea  with  its  corresponding  individuals,  as  well  as  the 
so-called  third  man  argument,  apply  here  also. 

The  question  of  the  ontological  status  of  universals  was  as  hotly 
debated  in  the  schools  of  India  as  in  those  of  medieval  Europe.  The 
Vaisesika  has  obviously  no  sympathy  with  the  Buddhist  view  that 
the  general  notion  is  but  a  name.  According  to  the  Buddhists, 
universality  attaches  to  names  2  and  has  no  objective  existence. 
Different  individuals  do  not  possess  any  common  features  called 
samanya.  If  the  specific  individuality  of  a  cow  requires  some  common 
factor,  then  the  latter  requires  another,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum. 
Samanya  is  not  perceived.  We  frame  the  notion  of  generality  as  the 
result  of  past  experiences  and  erroneously  extend  it  to  outward  objects. 3 


1  See  Plato’s  Parmenides. 

2  Cp.  Hobbes  :  “  There  is  nothing  universal  but  names  ”  ( Human 

Nature,  v.  6). 

3  See  Samanyadusanadikprasarita,  in  Six  Buddhist  Nydya  Tracts. 
Jayanta  argues  against  the  Buddhist  view  of  the  identity  of  the  universal 
and  the  individual.  The  objection  that  the  universal  is  not  different  from 
the  individual,  since  it  does  not  occupy  a  different  portion  of  space  from 
the  individual,  is  met  by  the  consideration  that  the  universal  exists  in  the 
individual.  The  next  question  is  whether  the  universal  is  entirely  or  partly 
present  in  the  individual.  If  the  universal  has  parts,  then  it  is  liable  to 
destruction  and  cannot  be  eternal,  and  so  it  must  be  entirely  present  in 
the  individual  and  must  be  exhausted  in  one  individual.  But  Jayanta 
contends  that  experience  testifies  to  the  fact  that  the  universal,  though 
entirely  present  in  each  individual,  is  yet  present  in  ever  so  many  indi¬ 
viduals.  The  Buddhist  urges  that  a  universal  should  be  either  all-pervading 
(sarvagata)  or  limited  to  certain  individuals  (pindagata)  belonging  to  the 
same  class,  and  neither  is  possible.  If  the  universal  is  found  in  all  objects, 
then  cowness  must  be  found  in  horses,  stones,  etc.,  in  which  case  we  shall 
have  an  intermixture  of  genera  (samkarya).  If  the  universal  exists  only 
in  a  select  group  of  individuals  (svavyaktisarvagata),  then  how  does  it 
happen  that  we  perceive  cowness  in  a  newly  born  cow  if  it  did  not  exist 
there  before  the  cow  was  born  ?  We  cannot  say  that  the  universal  was  born 
along  with  the  individual,  since  the  former  is  eternal ;  nor  can  it  be  said 
to  be  transmitted  from  some  other  individual,  since  the  universal  is  formless 
(amurta)  and  incapable  of  movement,  and  we  do  not  perceive  its  coming 
from  any  individual.  Does  the  universal  disappear  when  the  individual  is 
destroyed  ?  Jayanta  answers  that  it  exists  everywhere,  i.e.  in  all  indi¬ 
viduals,  though  it  is  not  manifested  in  all  and  is  not  perceived  in  all  indi¬ 
viduals,  and  though  it  must  be  said  that  the  manifestation  is  the  only  proof 
of  its  presence.  It  is  wrong,  therefore,  to  assume  that  the  universal  “  cow  ” 
did  not  exist  in  the  particular  cow  just  born  before  its  birth,  and  it  comes 
to  it  when  it  is  born,  since  the  universal  is  incapable  of  movement.  It  is 
admitted  that  a  universal  exists  only  in  its  proper  subjects.  When  a 
particular  individual  enters  into  existence,  it  comes  to  be  related  to  the 
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Sridhara  repudiates  this  view.  “As  a  matter  of  fact  we  are  cognisant 
of  something  that  exists  in  all  individual  cows  and  serves  to  distinguish 
them  from  all  other  animals,  such  as  the  horse  and  the  like.  If  there 
were  no  such  common  character  possessed  by  all  the  various  kinds  of 
cows,  then  one  individual  cow  would  be  cognised  to  be  as  different 
from  another  individual  cow  as  it  would  be  from  an  individual  horse  ; 
or  conversely,  the  cow  and  the  horse  would  be  regarded  as  being  like 
each  other  as  two  individual  cows,  since  there  would  be  no  difference 
in  the  two  cases.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  we  find  that  all 
individual  cows  are  perceived  to  be  alike  ;  and  this  distinctly  points 
to  a  certain  factor  which  is  present  in  all  cows  and  is  not  present  in 
horses  and  other  animals.”  1  Sridhara  contends  that  the  denotation 
of  words  assumes  the  reality  of  general  features.1  So  samanya  is  not 
a  mere  name. 

Kanada  suggests  that  generality  and  particularity  are 
relative  to  thought  (buddhyapeksam),3  intellectual  devices  by 
which  we  classify  the  variety  of  phenomena.  His  view  that 
satta,  or  existence,  is  a  different  object  (arthantaram)  from 
substance,  quality  and  action  does  not  contradict  this  position. 
He  tells  us  that  a  quality  is  regarded  as  samanya,  or  general, 

universal.  Though  the  universal  is  eternal,  its  relation  to  a  particular 
individual  comes  into  existence  only  at  the  moment  when  the  individual 
comes  into  being  ( Nydyamanjari ,  pp.  31 1  ff.,  299-300).  A  different  view, 
attributed  to  the  £rotriyas,  called  Ruparupilaksanasambandha,  is  men¬ 
tioned  by  Jayanta.  The  universal  is  the  rupa  of  the  individual,  which  is 
the  rupin  in  relation  to  the  former.  The  word  “  rupa  ”  is  ambiguous.  It 
cannot  mean  colour,  since  even  colourless  substances,  like  air,  manas, 
qualities  and  actions,  possess  universality  ;  nor  can  it  mean  form  (akara), 
since  formless  qualities  have  also  universality.  If  it  means  essential  nature 
(svabhava),  then  the  universal  is  not  different  from  the  individual  except 
in  name.  The  rupa  is  not  a  different  substance  (vastvantaram)  from  the 
rupin,  since  it  is  not  perceived  as  such,  nor  is  it  the  same  (vastv  eva),  since 
then  there  cannot  be  any  talk  of  a  relation  between  them  ;  nor  can  rupa 
be  a  property  (vastudharma)  of  the  rupin,  since  then  it  should  be  perceived 
as  distinct  from  the  individual,  which  is  not  the  case  ( Nydyamanjari ,  p.  299). 

1  Nyayakandali,  p.  317. 

*  Prabhacandra,  in  his  Prameyakamalamartanda  (pp.  136-137),  criticises 
the  Buddhist  view.  The  universal  is  an  object  of  perception  as  the  indi¬ 
vidual,  and  not  a  mere  fancy  of  imagination,  and  we  feel  the  difference 
between  the  cognition  of  the  universal  and  that  of  the  particular.  Simply 
because  we  perceive  in  the  same  object  and  at  the  same  time  both  the 
universal  and  the  particular,  we  cannot  confuse  the  two.  The  cognition 
of  universals  is  inclusive  in  nature  (anugatakara),  while  that  of  particulars 
is  exclusive  in  character  (vyavrttakara) .  The  cognition  of  the  universals 
implies  the  existence  of  the  universals.  No  number  of  individuals  can 
generate  the  idea  of  a  universaL 

3  i.  2.  3 
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when  it  is  conceived  as  residing  in  many  individuals,.  and 
visesa,  or  particular,  when  it  is  used  to  differentiate  the  objects. 
Jarness  is  samanya  when  it  is  regarded  as  residing  in  many 
objects,  and  visesa  when  used  to  distinguish  jars  from  other 
things.1 *'  The  distinction  of  qualities  into  general  and  par¬ 
ticular  is  one  of  intellectual  analysis.  The  implication  is  that 
universals,  particulars  and  relations  do  not  exist  in  the  sense 
in  which  substances,  qualities  and  actions  do.3  They,  how¬ 
ever,  are  positive  (bhava)  and  not  non-existent  (abhava). 
We  cannot  class  Kanada  as  a  conceptualist,  since  he  admits 
samanya  as  an  element  of  the  real.  Kxtreme  conceptualism 
holds  that  universals  exist  only  in  the  mind.  The  general 
qualities  signified  by  the  samanya  are  as  real  as  the  indi 
vidual  peculiarities,  though  our  thought  discriminates  the 
common  qualities  and  gathers  them  into  the  universal  notion. 
Kanada  is  careful  to  note  that  the  points  of  resemblance  are 
as  much  independent  of  us  and  our  thinking  as  the  individuals 
themselves.  We  do  not  make  all  dogs  alike,  but  we  find  them 
to  be  so.  In  this  sense  the  Aristotelian  view  of  universalia  in 
yc  is  supported.  It  is  also  true  that  the  universal  is  eternal 
and  one,  since  the  type  abides,  while  the  individuals  come  and 
go.  Men  are  born  and  die,  but  man  remains.  Universals 
have  a  more  enduring  reality  than  the  individuals.  Thus  the 
Platonic  doctrine  of  universalia  ante  rem  is  also  true.  This 
latter  view  comes  to  the  foreground  in  Pra£astapada.  The 
distinction  between  the  universal  and  the  particular  is  real, 
since  the  relation  is  said  to  be  one  of  intimate  union  (samavaya).3 

1  Cp.  this  view  with  that  of  Duns  Scotus,  who  believes  in  an  Essence 
or  Form  in  itself  which  is  subject  to  no  individuating  conditions.  He 
distinguishes  between  the  unity  of  an  individual  and  the  unity  of  a  universal 
nature.  The  universal  appears  in  the  particular  individual  things,  though 
it  is  apprehended  as  the  universal  by  the  understanding.  In  itself  it  is 
neither  particular  nor  universal,  but  just  what  it  is,  something  antecedent 
to  universality  and  particularity. 

*  i.  2.  7. 

3  Parthasarathi  objects  to  this  view  of  the  relation  between  the  universal 
and  the  particular.  When  we  perceive  a  cow,  our  perception  is  to  the 
effect  “  This  is  a  cow  ”  (iyarh  gauh),  and  not  “  Here  is  the  class  essence  of 
cow  in  the  individual  cow”  (iha  gavi  gotvam).  The  universal  is  not, 
therefore,  different  from  the  individual.  The  two  are  said  to  be  inseparable. 
Separability  (yutasiddhi)  means  either  the  capacity  for  separate  or  inde¬ 
pendent  movements  (prthaggatimattva)  or  subsistence  in  different  substrata 
(prthagasrayairayitva).  In  either  case,  there  would  be  no  relation  between 
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X 

Visesa  or  Particularity 

By  means  of  visesa,  or  particularity,  we  are  able  to  perceive 
things  as  different  from  one  another.1  It  is  the  basis  of 
exclusion.  Whatever  is  individual  is  unique  and  single. 
Kanada  makes  particularity  as  much  dependent  on  thought 
as  generality.2  Prasastapada  makes  it  an  independent  reality 
residing  in  eternal  substances  distinguishing  them  from  one 
another.  We  distinguish  empirical  objects  by  means  of  the 
parts  of  which  they  are  composed,  and  when,  in  the  course  of 
analysis,  we  reach  simple  substances  which  have  no  parts  by 
means  of  which  we  can  distinguish  them,  we  must  assume  that 
each  simple  substance  has  a  quality  which  makes  it  distinct 
from  all  others.  Atoms,  time,  space,  akasa,  souls  and  manas 
all  have  their  particularities,  which  are  not  qualities  of  classes 
but  only  of  individuals.  These  distinctive  particularities  are 
the  final  facts  beyond  which  we  cannot  go.  As  the  ultimate 
atoms  are  innumerable,  so  are  the  particularities. 3  Prasasta- 


the  composite  whole  and  its  component  parts,  since  there  can  be  a  move¬ 
ment  in  the  parts  without  a  movement  in  the  whole,  and  since  the  whole 
and  its  parts  inhere  in  different  substrata,  the  whole  in  the  parts  and  the 
parts  in  their  component  atoms.  Likewise,  the  universal  and  the  individual 
have  different  substrata,  since  the  substratum  of  the  universal  is  the  indi¬ 
vidual  and  that  of  the  latter  the  parts  composing  it.  So  Parthasarathi  Misra 
defines  inherence  as  a  relation  between  the  container  and  the  contained, 
such  that  the  latter  produces  a  corresponding  cognition  in  the  former.  “  Yena 
sambandhenadheyam  adhare  svanurupam  buddhim  janayati  sa  sambandhah 
samavaya  iti  ”  ( Sastradlpika ,  pp.  283-4).  To  say  that  the  universal  inheres 
in  the  individual  means  that  the  universal  (cowness)  produces  an  apprehen¬ 
sion  of  it  in  the  individual  (cow).  Since  the  universal  is  perceived  in  the 
individual,  they  are  not  different  from  each  other.  If  the  universal  is 
absolutely  different  from  the  individual,  then  we  can  never  say  “  This 
is  a  cow.”  According  to  Kumarila  and  Parthasarathi  Misra,  the  relation 
of  the  universal  and  the  particular  is  one  of  identity  and  difference. 
Ibid.,  pp.  283  flf. 

1  P.P.,  p.  13.  *  i.  2.  3  ff. 

I  Visesas  tu  yavan  nityadravyavfttitvad  ananta  eva  {Saptapadarthi,  p.  12). 
Cp.  with  this  Leibniz’s  doctrine  of  the  Identity  of  Indiscernibles.  In  his 
lecture  on  the  Nature  of  Universals  and  Propositions,  Professor  Stout  main¬ 
tains  that  the  unity  of  a  class  or  kind  as  including  its  members  or  instances 
is  an  ultimate  one.  He  differs  from  Bergson  and  Russell,  who  hold  that 
qualities  and  relations  are  as  such  universal,  and  contends  that  a  character 
characterising  a  concrete  thing  or  individual  is  as  particular  as  the  thing 
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pada  believes  that  the  yogis  are  able  to  perceive  the  ultimate 
particularity  of  the  simple  substances.1 

Some  modern  Naiyayikas  do  not  find  any  justification  for 
the  assumption  of  particularities.  If  these  are  necessary  to 
distinguish  individual  atoms,  how  are  the  particularities 
themselves  distinguished  from  one  another  ?  We  must  say 
that  the  visesas,  or  particularities,  have  a  unique  essence  or 
inherent  power  which  serves  to  differentiate  them.  But  then 
this  same  power  may  be  ascribed  to  the  atoms  without  intro¬ 
ducing  the  conception  of  particularity.  The  followers  of 
Kumarila,  Prabhakara  and  the  Vedanta  refuse  to  accept  the 
doctrine  of  visesa.  If  things  are  fundamentally  different, 
then  it  is  impossible  to  find  a  common  character  in  them. 


XI 

Samavaya  or  Inherence 

Kanada  means  by  inherence  the  relation  between  cause 
and  effect.2  Prasastapada  defines  it  as  the  relationship  sub¬ 
sisting  among  things  that  are  inseparable,  standing  to  one 
another  in  the  relation  of  the  container  and  the  contained, 
and  being  the  basis  of  the  idea,  “  this  is  in  that.”  3  Virtue 
and  pleasure,  Srldhara  says,  are  not  related  by  inherence, 
though  they  reside  in  the  self,  since  they  are  not  related  as 
the  container  and  the  contained.  The  relationship  between 
the  word  and  the  thing  signified  is  not  one  of  inherence,  since 
one  is  not  contained  in  the  other.  The  fruit  may  be  on  the 
ground,  but  as  the  two  are  not  inseparable,  they  cannot  be 

or  the  individual  which  it  characterises.  Each  of  two  billiard  balls  has  its 
own  particular  roundness,  distinct  and  separate  from  that  of  the  other,  even 
as  the  billiard  balls  themselves  are  distinct  and  separate.  To  say  that 
many  things  share  in  a  common  character  really  means  that  each  is 
characterised  by  a  particular  instance  of  a  general  kind  or  class  of  characters. 
Professor  Stout  holds  that  a  substance  is  a  complex  unity  including  within 
it  all  characters  truly  predicable  of  it,  and  the  unity  of  such  a  complex  is 
a  concrete  unity,  while  its  characters,  though  particular,  are  not  concrete. 

1  P.P.,  pp.  321,  322.  See  Tarkasamgraha,  7  and  8. 

1  vii.  2.  26. 

3  Ayutasiddhanam,  adharyadharabhutanam  yah  sambandha  ihapratya- 
yahetuh  sa  samavayah  (P.P.,  p.  14).  See  also  p.  324;  V.S.,  vii.  2.  26-28; 
v.  2.  23. 
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said  to  be  related  by  way  of  inherence.  Ayutasiddhi,  or  in¬ 
separability,  is  not  identity,  since  the  two  things  are  not  one 
in  reality.  The  form  of  fire  and  the  ball  of  iron  are  distinct 
from  each  other.  While  Kanada  includes  only  causal  ties 
in  the  relation  of  samavaya,  Prasastapada  brings  non-causal 
ones  also  under  it.  Generally  the  relation  which  binds  a 
substance  and  its  qualities,  a  whole  and  its  parts,  motion 
and  the  object  in  motion,  individual  and  universe,  cause  and 
effect,  is  that  of  samavaya,  or  inherence.  The  members  related 
are  so  unified  as  to  represent  one  whole  or  one  identical  real. 

Samavaya,  or  necessary  connection,  is  distinguished  from 
samyoga,  or  accidental  conjunction,  which  is  a  quality  of 
things.  While  objects  conjoined  have  a  separate  existence 
prior  to  conjunction,  the  members  related  by  samavaya  are 
inseparably  connected.  The  relationship  of  samavaya  is  not 
caused  by  the  action  of  one  of  the  members  related.  Con¬ 
junction  terminates  as  soon  as  there  is  a  disjunction  of  the 
members  conjoined,  while  connection  is  indestructible.  Again, 
conjunction  takes  place  between  two  independent  substances, 
while  the  members  related  by  way  of  inherence  stand  in  the 
relation  of  the  container  and  the  contained.1  Two  things  in 
the  relation  of  samavaya  cannot  be  separated  without  at  least 
one  of  them  being  destroyed.  Samyoga  takes  place  between 
two  things  of  the  same  nature  which  exist  disconnectedly  and 
are  for  a  time  brought  into  conjunction.  It  is  external  relation, 
while  samavaya  is  internal  relation.2  In  samyoga  two 
differents  are  joined  together  without  forming  a  real  whole 
which  enters  into  each.  Samavaya  is  a  real  coherence. 

Inherence  is  said  to  be  eternal,  since  to  be  produced  would 
involve  infinite  regress.  Sridhara  says  that  it  cannot  appear 
before,  or  after,  or  along  with  the  thing  related  to  it.  If  the 
inherence  of  the  cloth  were  possible  before  the  cloth  appears, 
it  is  inconceivable  where  the  inherence  could  reside,  since  one 
member  of  the  relationship  is  non-existent.  If  it  is  produced 
along  with  the  cloth,  then  the  cloth  would  lose  the  character 
of  being  the  substrate  of  the  relationship  of  inherence.  If  it 
appeared  after  the  cloth  is  formed,  then,  too,  the  cloth  could 

1  P.P.,  p.  326. 

*  Cp.  with  this  Johnson’s  distinction  between  a  characterising  tie  and  a 
coupling  tie. 


218 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


not  be  its  substrate.  Nor  is  it  possible  for  the  effect  to  be 
its  substrate.  Samavaya  is  eternal  in  the  sense  that  it  cannot 
be  produced  or  destroyed  without  producing  or  destroying 
the  product.  Its  eternity  is  thus  relative.  The  relation  of 
samavaya  is  not  perceptible,  but  only  inferrible  from  the 
inseparable  connection  of  things.1 * 

While  the  first  five  categories  have  the  character  of  inherence 
(samavayi  tvam)  and  plurality  (anekatvan),  or  possession  of  forms 
differentiating  them  from  one  another,  samavaya  is  one  only  and  has 
no  plurality.3 4  It  does  not  reside  in  anything  by  the  relation  of 
inherence,  since  such  residence  would  involve  infinite  regress.  There 
is  no  difference  in  our  various  notions  of  inherence,  even  as  there  is 
no  difference  in  our  various  notions  of  being.  The  kind  of  relation¬ 
ship  is  the  same  though  the  members  related  may  differ. 3 

Strictly  speaking,  the  notion  of  inherence  is  the  result  of  intellectual 
discrimination,  though  an  objective  existence  is  granted  to  it.  It  has 
its  origin  in  abstraction,  and  has  no  existence  apart  from  substances. 
Samkara  criticises  the  theory  of  samavaya.  He  argues  that  conjunc¬ 
tion  such  as  that  which  subsists  between  the  atoms  and  aka£a  is  eternal 
as  much  as  inherence.  Inherence,  in  so  far  as  it  is  a  relation,  is  not 
identical  with  what  it  relates.  The  relation  of  inherence  falls  outside 
the  terms  to  be  related,  and  itself  requires  a  relation  to  relate  it  to 
the  terms,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  Again,  we  have  always  to  assume 
a  relationship  by  which  the  samavaya  would  reside  in  the  samavayi, 
or  the  things  related  by  samavaya  relationship.  If  the  samavaya 
does  not  rest  in  the  samavayi  by  another  samavaya,  but  is  identical 
with  it,  then  even  samyoga  (conjunction)  may  be  regarded  as  identical 
with  the  things  conjoined. 4  It  is  useless  to  assert  that  inherence  can 
exist  without  a  third  thing  to  unite  it  with  the  things  in  which  it  exists, 
while  conjunction  needs  inherence  to  hold  it  to  things  which  are  in 
conjunction.  The  difficulty  is  not  removed  by  calling  one  a  category 
and  the  other  a  quality.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  relation  of  a 
binary  atomic  compound  to  its  constituent  elements,  or  of  a  species 
to  the  individuals  constituting  it,  is  not  the  same  as  the  relation  of 
the  tablecloth  to  the  table.  But  the  difficulty  in  both  the  cases  seems 
to  be  the  same,  that  a  relation,  however  intimate,  cannot  be  identical 


1  The  ancient  Naiyayikas  thought  that  it  was  open  to  perception. 

1  Tarkasamgraha,  8. 

3  P.P.,  p.  326. 

4  Kumarila  observes:  “  If  samavaya  is  something  different  from  the 
class  and  the  individual  that  resides  in  the  class  by  samavaya,  then  it  (the 
samavaya)  could  not  exist  in  them  as  a  relation;  on  the  other  hand,  if  it 
be  identical  with  them,  then  these  two  would  be  identical — by  the  law  that 
the  things  that  are  identical  with  the  same  thing  are  identical  with  them¬ 
selves.”  S.V.,  Pratyaksa  Sutra,  150. 
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with  the  terms  related.  The  argument  that  there  must  be  this  relation 
between  cause  and  effect  cannot  be  accepted.  If  cause  and  effect  are 
inseparably  connected,  as  the  Vai^esika  admits,  then  it  is  far  simpler 
to  assume  that  there  is  identity  of  essence  between  the  two.  Moreover, 
the  conception  of  inseparable  connection  contradicts  the  idea  that 
the  cause  precedes  the  effect,  which  is  an  essential  feature  of  the  Nyaya- 
VaiSesika  theory  of  causality.1  The  cause  is  capable  of  separate  exist¬ 
ence.  If  samavaya  is  the  connection  with  the  cause  of  the  effect 
which  is  incapable  of  separate  existence,  then,  since  a  connection 
requires  two  terms,  and  the  effect  as  long  as  it  does  not  exist  cannot 
be  connected  with  the  cause,  there  can  be  no  samavaya  relation 
between  the  two.  It  is  equally  unavailing  to  say  that  the  effect  enters 
into  the  connection  after  it  has  begun  to  exist,  for,  if  the  VaiSesika 
admits  that  the  effect  may  exist  previous  to  its  connection  with  the 
cause,  then  it  is  not  incapable  of  separate  existence.  The  principle 
that  between  effect  and  cause  conjunction  and  disjunction  do  not  take 
place  is  violated.  If  the  effect  can  exist  before  entering  into  con¬ 
nection  with  the  cause,  then  the  subsequent  connection  of  the  two  is 
no  longer  samavaya,  but  only  sarhyoga.  Just  as  conjunction  and  not 
inherence  is  the  connection  in  which  every  substance  as  soon  as  it 
has  been  produced  stands  with  the  all-pervading  substances  as  aka£a, 
etc. — although  no  motion  has  taken  place  on  the  part  of  the  said 
substance — so  also  the  connection  of  the  effect  with  the  cause  will  be 
conjunction,  and  not  inherence. 


XII 

Abhava  or  Non-existence 

Kanada  did  not  admit  abhava,  or  non-existence,  as  an 
independent  category.  For  him,  absolute  non-existence  has 
no  meaning,  and  all  other  kinds  of  non-existence —antecedent 
non-existence  (pragabhava),  or  the  state  of  the  cause  before 
it  produces  the  effect,  subsequent  non-existence  (pradhvam- 
sabhava),  or  the  state  of  the  effect  when  resolved  into  its 
elements,  and  mutual  non-existence  (anyonyabhava),  or  the 
relation  between  things  possessing  identities  of  their  own — are 
related  to  positive  being  (bhava).2  Though  an  empirical 
classification  of  existent  things  has  no  need  for  an  independent 
category  of  abhava,  still  the  dialectical  representation  of  the 
universe  requires  the  conception  of  negation.  When  the 
Vai£esika  enlarged  its  scope  and  attempted  to  give  a  coherent 

1  S.B.,  ii.  2.  13-17.  *  ix.  1.  1  ff. 
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account  of  experience  as  a  whole,  it  developed  the  category 
of  abhava.  In  all  systems  of  thought,  relations  play  a  large 
part.  A  relation  carries  us  from  one  thing  to  another,  and 
this  transition  is  not  a  mere  negation.  Otherness  is  the  basis 
of  negation,  and  what  is  called  contradiction  is  the  perverse 
form  of  negation.  Every  relation  is  a  kind  of  negation  which 
does  not  transgress  the  law  of  contradiction.  A  thing  and  its 
relations  are  closely  connected.  When  we  speak  of  a  thing, 
the  fact  of  its  being  or  affirmation  is  emphasised  ;  when  we 
speak  of  a  relation,  the  fact  of  its  non-being  or  negation  is 
emphasised.  A  thing  is  position  without  contradiction  ;  a 
relation  is  op-position  without  contradiction. 

Though  abhava  is  more  a  logical  category  than  an  ontological  one, 
there  is  a  tendency  to  regard  non-being  as  something  existent  equally 
with  being.1  Thus  negation  and  non-existence  became  mixed  up. 
Vi£vanatha  says  that  non-being  arises  on  account  of  the  reciprocal 
negation  of  the  six  categories.3  Negation  can  be  applied  to  all  kinds 
of  relations,  and  not  merely  to  those  of  identity  and  existence,  as 
Srldhara  supposes.  The  followers  of  the  Vedanta  and  Prabhakara 
refuse  to  regard  it  as  a  category  at  all.  They  look  upon  it  as  simple 
substratum  and  nothing  more. 3  If  abhava  is  a  separate  category,  then 
there  will  be  infinite  regress,  since  absence  of  the  jar  (ghatabhava)  is 
different  from  the  jar  (ghata),  and  the  absence  of  the  absence  of  the 
jar  (ghatabhavabhava)  is  different  from  the  latter.  To  obviate  this 
difficulty,  the  ancient  Naiyayikas  regarded  the  absence  of  the  absence 
of  the  jar  as  identical  with  the  presence  of  the  jar.  The  negative  of 
the  negative  is  the  positive.  This  view  is  not,  however,  accepted  by 
all.  Modern  Naiyayikas  hold  that  a  negative  can  never  be  equivalent 
to  a  positive,  though  the  negation  of  the  negation  of  the  first  negation 
is  equivalent  to  the  first  negation. 4 

Vatsyayana  admits  two  kinds  of  non-existence,  prior,  or  the  non¬ 
existence  of  a  thing  prior  to  its  production  and  posterior,  or  non¬ 
existence  of  a  thing  after  its  destruction.  Till  the  son  is  born  he  is 
non-existent,  in  the  first  way.  When  the  jar  is  broken  it  is  non¬ 
existent  in  the  second  way. 5  Vacaspati6  divides  non-existence  into: 
(i)  tadatmy abhava,  or  negation  of  identity;  and  (2)  samsargabhava, 
or  negation  of  correlation,  and  the  latter  is  divided  into  prior,  posterior 
and  absolute  non-existence,  or  atyantabhava.  The  last  is  also  called 


1  N.B.  and  N.V.,  ii.  2.  12.  See  Nyayakandcili,  pp.  225-230. 

1  Abhavatvarii  dravyadisatkanyonyabhavavattvam  ( Siddhantamuktdvali , 


12). 


3  Adhikaranakaivalyamatram. 
5  N.B.,  ii.  2.  12. 


4  Tarkasamgrahadipika,  80. 

6  N.V.T.T.,  ii.  2.9. 
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samavayabhava.  Self-contradictory  notions,  such  as  a  barren  woman's 
son  or  the  horns  of  the  hare,  are  said  to  be  absolutely  non-existent. 
In  absolute  non-existence  there  is  the  affirmation  of  something  actual 
and  the  negation  of  a  relation  in  regard  to  it.  In  reciprocal  or  mutual 
non-existence  the  objects  between  which  the  relation  of  identity  is 
said  to  be  non-existent  need  not  be  actual.  In  reciprocal  negation  we 
deny  the  identity  of  the  two  objects,  cloth  and  jar  ;  in  absolute  negation 
what  is  denied  is  a  relation  other  than  identity.  The  reciprocal 
negation  in  the  judgment  “  a  jar  is  not  a  cloth  "  has  for  its  opposite 
“  a  jar  is  a  cloth."  The  absolute  non-existence  of  colour  in  the  air  is 
asserted  in  the  judgment  “  there  is  no  colour  in  the  air,”  and  it  has 
for  its  opposite  a  proposition  which  connects  the  two,  colour  and  air, 
and  says,  “  there  is  colour  in  the  air.”  The  opposite  of  reciprocal  non¬ 
existence  is  an  identity,  while  that  of  absolute  non-existence  is  a 
connection.  Sivaditya  holds  that  reciprocal  non-existence  is  non¬ 
eternal,  since  it  ceases  to  exist  as  soon  as  the  cloth  is  destroyed.1 
Srldhara  admits  four  kinds  of  non-existence  :  prior,  posterior,  mutual 
and  absolute.*  Vi6vanatha  develops  a  similar  view. 3  When  the  jar 
is  on  the  ground,  its  existence  is  perceived,  and  its  non-existence  is 
perceived  when  it  is  removed  from  the  ground.  Vi£vanatha  says  that 
the  non-existence  was  there  all  the  time,  though  it  was  hidden  when 
the  jar  was  on  the  ground.  The  absolute  non-existence  of  everything 
is  at  all  times  present  everywhere,  though  it  is  hidden  for  the  time 
and  in  the  place  the  thing  happens  to  be.  Thus  universal  non-existence 
is  limited  in  some  direction  or  not  limited  at  all.  The  latter  is  un¬ 
limited  or  absolute  non-existence,  or  atyantabhava.  Limited  non¬ 
existence  may  have  either  a  definite  beginning  or  a  definite  ending. 
Prior  non-existence  of  the  jar  has  no  beginning  though  it  has  an  end  ; 
posterior  non-existence  has  a  beginning  but  no  end.  The  logicians  of 
modern  Nyaya  develop  different  varieties  of  abhava  with  great  subtlety.4 

We  see  that  the  whole  view  of  abhava  is  based  on  the 
metaphysical  conception  of  the  Vaisesika.  If  things  simply 
exist  and  do  not  become,  i.e.  non-exist,  then  all  things  would 
be  eternal.  If  antecedent  non-existence  is  denied,  then  all 
things  and  their  movements  should  be  regarded  as  beginning¬ 
less  ;  if  subsequent  non-existence  is  denied,  then  things  and 
their  activities  will  be  unceasing  and  endless ;  if  mutual 
non-existence  is  denied,  then  things  will  be  indistinguishable  ; 
and  if  absolute  non-existence  is  denied,  then  things  should  be 
regarded  as  existing  always  and  everywhere. 

1  Saptapadarthi,  189. 

1  Nyayakandali,  p.  230.  See  also  Samantabhadra’s  Aptamlmamsa  and 
Tarkasamgraha,  p.  80. 

3  Siddhdntamuktavali,  pp.  12-13. 

4  See  Bhlmacarya's  NyayakoSa,  under  Atyantabhava,  Anyonyabhava 
and  Abhava. 
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XIII 

Ethics 

The  Vaisesika  makes  a  distinction  between  voluntary  and 
involuntary  activities,  and  holds  that  moral  distinctions  apply 
only  to  the  former.1  Acts  due  to  organic  life  (jlvanapurvaka) 
are  involuntary,  while  those  which  spring  from  desire  and 
aversion  (icchadvesapurvaka)  are  voluntary.  The  former 
have  organic  ends  in  view,  while  the  latter  aim  at  the  realisa¬ 
tion  of  human  values  (hitaprapti).3  Pleasure,  or  the  state  of 
agreeableness,  gives  rise  to  an  affection  for  the  objects  which 
yield  pleasure.  Pain,  which  is  of  the  nature  of  uneasiness, 
produces  an  aversion  for  the  object  causing  it.  Desire  (iccha) 
and  aversion  (dvesa)  are  the  volitional  reactions  to  pleasurable 
and  painful  objects, 3  resulting  in  action  for  attaining  the 
desired  object  or  avoiding  the  hated  one.  Dharma,  according 
to  the  Vaisesika,  treats  of  the  attainment  of  worldly  pros¬ 
perity  (abhyudaya)  as  well  as  spiritual  good  (nihsreyasa). 
While  the  former  is  the  product  of  ceremonial  piety,  the  latter 
is  the  result  of  spiritual  insight  (tattvajnana).4  The  highest 
kind  of  pleasure,  according  to  Prasastapada,  is  the  pleasure 
of  the  wise,  which  is  “  independent  of  all  such  agencies  as  the 
remembrance  of  the  object,  desire,  reflection,  and  is  due  to 
their  knowledge,  peacefulness  of  mind,  contentment,  and  the 
peculiar  character  of  their  virtues.”  5 

The  programme  of  duties  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  scrip¬ 
tures.  A  distinction  is  drawn  between  duties  which  are 
universally  obligatory,  i.e.  regardless  of  distinctions  of  castes 
and  conditions  of  life,  and  those  which  are  obligatory  for 
particular  conditions  of  life. 

The  universal  duties  are:  (i)  faith  (6raddha)  ;  (2)  non-violence 
(ahimsa),  or  the  determination  never  to  do  any  harm  to  any  living 
being  6 ;  (3)  kindly  feeling  for  all  beings  (bhutahitatva) ;  (4)  truthful¬ 
ness  (satyavacana) ;  (5)  integrity  (asteya) ;  (6)  sexual  purity 

(brahmacarya)  ;  (7)  purity  of  mind  (anupadha-bhava£uddhi)  ;  (8) 

renunciation  of  anger  (krodhavarjana)  ;  (9)  personal  cleanliness 

1  V.  I.  II.  2  P.P.,  p.  263.  3  P.P.,  pp.  259  ff. 

4  i.  1.  1-2  and  4.  5  P.P.,  p.  259. 

*  Bhutanam  anabhidrohasamkalpah  (Nyayakandali,  p.  275). 
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through  bathing  (abhisecana) ;  (io)  and  use  of  purifying  substances 
(§ucidravyasevana) ;  (n)  devotion  to  the  deity  (vi£istadevatabhakti)  ; 
(12)  fasting  (upavasa) ;  and  (13)  non-neglect  of  duties  (apramada). 
The  specific  duties  of  the  four  castes  and  the  four  dramas  are  laid 
down  in  the  usual  way.1  According  to  Sridhara,  one  can  become  a 
recluse  without  passing  through  the  stage  of  the  householder.1 * 4 *  It  is 
admitted  that  the  sannyasin  is  not  one  who  gives  up  the  world  to  itself, 
but  one  who  takes  the  vow  of  universal  benevolence. 3  After  detailing 
the  nature  of  duties,  Pra£astapada  concludes  that  the  observance  of 
duties  results  in  virtue  (dharma)  when  they  are  done,  without  a  desire 
for  gaining  thereby  any  visible  results  (as  wealth,  etc.),  and  with  the 
utmost  purity  of  motive. 4  Spiritual  growth  requires  suppression  of 
self.  It  is  said  :  “  To  the  unrestrained  (ayatasya),  exaltation,  or  abhyu- 
daya,  does  not  accrue  from  eating  what  is  pure,  since  there  is  no  self- 
restraint.”  J  Yoga  as  a  means  to  self-control  is  allowed.6 *  It  is  not 
mechanical  conformity  to  the  rules  but  inner  goodness  that  counts. 

Broadly  speaking,  dharma  is  ahirhsa  alone,  and  adharma  is  himsa, 
or  hatred  for  creation.  The  Vaisesika  allows  exceptions  to  scriptural 
injunctions  in  certain  contingencies,  which  fact  has  led  some  thinkers 
to  suspect  that  the  system  had  its  origin  in  heterodox  speculations. 7 

Dharma  in  the  Vaisesika  refers  nor  merely  to  the  content 
of  morality,  but  also  the  power  or  quality  which  resides  in  the 
human  being  and  not  in  the  action  performed.  It  is  super- 
sensuous  in  nature,  and  is  destroyed  when  the  individual 
undergoes  its  results.  True  knowledge  puts  an  end  to  it.  If 
dharma  were  absolutely  indestructible,  there  can  be  no  final 
deliverance.  Dharma  counts  for  progress,  but  must  be 
abolished  before  there  can  be  final  release.  So  long  as  we 
observe  the  rules  laid  down  with  the  self-regarding  motive 
of  furthering  our  progress  towards  perfection  or  rising  in  the 
scale  of  existence,  we  may  get  our  reward,  but  the  place  we 
win  is  not  abiding.  Not  even  Brahma  has  abiding  joy.8 
Whatever  be  our  dharma,  it  cannot  be  unlimited,  and  cannot 
therefore  give  us  abiding  peace.  Only  a  selfless  insight  into 
the  truth  of  things  can  secure  final  release. 9  So  long  as  we 
are  dominated  by  desire  and  aversion,  we  store  up  dharma 

1  P.P.,  p.  273  ;  V.S.,  vi.  2.  3.  1  Nydyakandali,  p.  277. 

3  Sarvabhutebhyo  nityam  abhayam  dattva.  .  .  .  (P.P.,  p.  273).  See  also 

Y.S.,  ii.  30. 

4  P.P.,  p.  273.  See  also  V.S.,  vi.  2.  1-2,  4-6,  8. 

s  V.S.,  vi.  2.  8.  6  V.S.,  v.  2.  16-18. 

7  Ui  :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  p.  31.  8  Nydyakandali,  p.  281. 

9  Ibid.  p.  6 
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and  adharma  or  adrsta,  and  the  results  of  our  deeds  force  on 
us  an  embodied  existence.1  The  body  is  the  seat  of  enjoy¬ 
ment  (bhogayatanam).  Union  with  adrsta  and  its  effect  of 
body  is  samsara  ;  separation  from  it  is  moksa.2 

Activity  motived  by  the  feeling  of  separate  self-existence 
is  based  on  ignorance  of  the  truth  of  things.  When  we  realise 
that  the  objects  which  look  so  attractive  and  repulsive  are 
only  temporary  compounds  of  atoms,  they  cease  to  have 
power  over  us.  Similarly,  when  we  realise  the  true  nature 
of  the  atman,  which  is  distinct  from  this  or  that  form  of  its 
existence,  we  shall  know  that  all  souls  are  alike.  When  true 
knowledge  dispels  the  motive  of  self-interest,  selfish  activities 
cease,  no  potential  worth  is  produced,  and  there  will  be  no 
more  rebirth.  When  the  system  became  theistic,  the  bliss 
of  deliverance  was  regarded  as  the  result  of  divine  grace,  and 
the  rules  of  dharma  as  the  expression  of  the  will  of  God. 3 
All  the  time  the  soul  is  in  samsara,  it  is  incarnate  in  some 
body  or  other,  which  is  subtle  in  pralaya  and  gross  in  creation, 
and  there  is  never  a  state  when  the  atman  is  devoid  of  adrsta, 
since  there  is  no  beginning  for  the  series  of  incarnations.  4 
The  time,  place,  and  circumstances  of  birth,  family  and  parent¬ 
age,  the  period  of  life  are  all  determined  by  the  adrsta.  5 
Each  soul  is  allowed  the  chance  to  reap  the  harvest  of  its 
past  deeds.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  the  present 
life  should  be  the  result  of  the  immediately  preceding  one, 
since  all  our  potent  qualities  cannot  be  actualised  in  all  cases 
in  one  life.6  Though  the  samskaras  (potential  tendencies) 
are  not  lost,  some  of  them  may  have  to  wait  for  a  future  life. 
It  is  held  that  we  can  remember  our  past  lives  by  suitable 
discipline.  7  Like  other  systems  of  Hindu  thought,  the 
Vaisesika  admits  that  it  is  possible  for  us  to  rise  to  a  superior 
order  of  existence  or  fall  into  a  subhuman  one.8  All  beings 
occupy  their  respective  places  according  to  their  merit. 

The  Vaisesika  theory  of  moksa,  or  release,  is  slightly  different 

1  Sarhsaramulakaranayor  dharmadharmayor.  .  .  , 

1  v.  2.  18.  See  also  N.S.,  iv.  i.  47. 

3  Isvaracodanabhivyaktat.  P.P.,  p.  7. 

4  N.B.,  i.  1.  19;  N.V.,  iv.  1.  10;  iii.  1.  19,  22.  25-27. 

s  Vivrti,  vi.  2.  15. 

6  Nyayakandall,  p.  53,  281,  and  Upaskara,  vi.  2.  16. 

7  Upaskara,  v.  2.  18;  vi.  2.  16.  8  p.p.,  pp.  280-1. 
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from  that  set  forth  in  the  Nyaya.  Madhava  in  his  Samkara- 
vijaya  says  that,  according  to  the  school  of  Kanada,  the  soul 
in  the  state  of  liberation  is  absolutely  free  from  all  connection 
with  qualities,  and  subsists  like  the  sky  free  from  all  con¬ 
ditions  and  attributes,  while  according  to  the  Naiyayikas,  the 
state  of  freedom  is  one  of  bliss  and  wisdom.1  According  to 
the  Vaisesika,  the  state  of  freedom  cannot  be  regarded  as 
one  of  pleasure,  and  though  such  an  end  may  not  be  attractive, 
it  is  in  conformity  with  the  logical  implications  of  the  system. 
When  the  soul  is  rid  of  the  qualities  produced  by  contact 
with  names  and  body,2 3 4 5  it  regains  its  independence.  Mandana’s 
criticism  that  the  destruction  of  the  qualities  of  suffering, 
pain  and  the  like,  is  not  different  from  destruction  of  the  self 
is  not  without  force. 3  Sridhara  contends  that  the  self  in  such 
a  condition  enjoys  its  own  natural  state. 4  While  annihilation 
is  impossible  for  the  self  which  is  eternal,  the  state  of  freedom 
comes  perilously  near  the  unconscious  condition  of  a  stone.  5 
Srklhara  quotes  texts  from  the  Upanisads  in  support  of  his 
view.6 


XIV 

God 

Kanada’s  Sutra  does  not  openly  refer  to  God.  He  traces 
the  primal  activities  of  the  atoms  and  souls  to  the  principle 
oi  adrsta.7  While  he  seemed  to  have  been  satisfied  with  the 
explanation  of  the  universe  by  the  principle  of  adrsta  his 

1  Atyantanaso  gu^asangater  ya  sthitir  nabhovat  kanabhaksapakse 
Muktis  tadlye  caranaksapakse  sanandasamvitsahita  vimuktih. 

*  Atmavisesagunanam  atyantocchedah. 

3  Visesagunanivrttilaksana  muktir  ucchedapaksaih  na  bhidyate. 

4  Atmanah  svarupenavasthanam. 

5  S.S.S.S.,  v.  36.  6  Nyayakandall,  pp.  282-7. 

7  Sometimes  V.S.,  ii.  1.  18-19,  are  said  to  contain  the  proofs  for  the 
existence  of  God,  though  it  is  difficult  to  accept  this  view.  In  ii.  1.  9-14, 
the  existence  of  invisible  eternal  air  is  established,  and  in  ii.  1.  15-17,  an 
objection  is  raised  that  its  existence  is  not  a  matter  of  perception  or  inference, 
but  only  of  revelation,  and  ii.  1.  18-19,  state  that  some  of  our  notions  have 
their  origin  in  the  perceptions  of  our  ancestors  and  are  handed  down  to  us, 
and  these  constitute  the  logical  ground  for  the  existence  of  the  corresponding 
objects  (see  Ui :  Vaisesika  Philosophy,  pp.  164-166).  In  iii.  2.  4-9,  we  find 
a  similar  treatment  of  the  problem  of  self. 
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followers  felt  that  the  principle  of  adrsta  was  too  nebulous 
and  unspiritual  and  made  it  dependent  on  God’s  will.  God 
is  the  efficient  caus't  of  the  world,  while  the  atoms  are  the 
material  cause.  It  is,  however,  hard  to  concede  that  Kanada 
himself  felt  the  need  of  a  divine  being.  The  famous  passage  1 
which  occurs  twice,  and  has  been  made  to  support  theism  by 
the  later  commentators,  has  no  reference  to  God.  Apparently 
Kanada  felt  that  the  Vedas  were  the  work  of  the  seers,  and 
not  God.  Prasastapada  does  not  make  God  central  to  his 
system,  though  he  regards  Isvara  as  the  cause  of  the  world  in 
the  opening  verse  of  his  Padarthadharmasamgraha ?  Samkara’s 
criticism  3  in  his  commentary  on  the  Vedanta  Sutra  assumes 
that  the  system  has  no  place  for  God,  and  that  it  believes  in 
the  eternal  and  uncreated  nature  of  souls  and  atoms,  and 
accounts  for  their  varying  states  by  the  principle  of  adrsta. 

The  criticisms  of  rival  schools  clearly  brought  out  the 
unsatisfactory  character  of  the  non-theistic  Vaisesika.  Count¬ 
less  millions  of  unthinking  atoms  cannot  produce  the  marvellous 
unity  in  variety  of  the  world.  They  are  incapable  of  taking 
counsel  together  or  carrying  out  a  common  plan  of  evolving 
a  spiritual  commonwealth.  The  logical  minds  of  the  Vaisesika 
thinkers  were  not  favourable  to  the  hypothesis  of  mere  chance. 
They  soon  realised  that  the  atoms,  however  immutable  and 
eternal  were  of  no  avail  unless  their  activities  were  regulated 
by  a  presiding  mind.  God  perceives  the  atoms,  and  in  his 
intellect,  first,  arises  the  notion  of  duality  and  then  the  dyads 
are  formed.  Inference  and  scripture  both  require  us  to  admit 
God. 4  The  four  great  elementary  substances  (mahabhutas) 
are  preceded  by  someone  having  a  knowledge  of  them,  since 
they  are  effects. 5  The  conventions  of  the  meanings  of  words 
are  established  by  God.  Again,  the  Vedas  are  a  collection 
of  sentences  which  imply  authorship  of  intelligent  beings,6 
and  since  the  contents  of  the  Vedas  are  free  from  error,  inadvert¬ 
ence  and  the  desire  to  deceive  on  the  part  of  their  authors, 
they  must  be  due  to  an  eternal  omniscient,  all-holy  spirit 

1  Tadvacanad  amnayasya  pramanyam  (i.  i.  3  ;  x.  2.  9). 

1  See  the  opening  and  the  concluding  portions  of  P.P.  and  pp.  48-49. 

3  S.B.,  ii.  3.  14. 

4  Keith  :  I.L.A.,  pp.  265-6  ;  Nyayakandali,  p.  545 

5  ii.  1.  18-19. 

6  Buddhipurvavakyakrtir  vede.  See  Updskara,  vi.  1.  i. 
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(nirdosapurusa).1  Again,  souls  in  the  pralaya  state  are  devoid 
of  intelligence,  and  so  they  cannot  control  the  activity  of  the 
atoms,  and  within  the  world  of  atoms  there  is  not  to  be  per¬ 
ceived  any  source  of  motion.  If  we  are  to  avoid  infinite 
regress,  we  are  thrown  back  on  a  first  Mover  as  the  origin 
and  starting-point.2  There  need  be  only  one  such  Mover. 
To  admit  a  number  is  unnecessary.  A  plurality  of  gods  may 
produce  discord,  and  so  there  is  one  creator,  and  he  is  God. 

The  question  whether  God  has  a  body  is  considered  by  Sridhara. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  God  to  be  embodied.  Even  a  bodyless  being 
can  act.  The  immaterial  soul  operates  towards  the  moving  of  the 
body.  Though  the  body  belongs  to  the  soul,  it  does  not  supply  the 
force  impelling  itself.  The  object  impelled  is  the  body,  and  God  has 
such  an  object  in  the  atoms.  If  it  is  argued  that  a  body  is  necessary 
for  the  production  of  desire  and  effort,  Srldhara  replies,  that  it  is  the 
case  only  where  desire  and  effort  are  adventitious  (agantukam),  and 
not  when  they  are  natural  (svabhavikam) .  God’s  intelligence,  desire 
and  effort,  are  eternal. 3  Sridhara  deals  with  a  number  of  objections 
to  the  creation  of  the  world  by  God.  If  it  is  said  that  God  has  no 
unsatisfied  desires  and  so  cannot  possess  the  impetus  to  creation,  he 
says  that  he  has  no  selfish  desires,  but  acts  for  the  benefit  of  others. 
In  conformity  with  the  principle  of  karma,  he  allows  pain  in  the  world, 
and  pain  is,  after  all,  not  a  great  evil,  since  it  helps  us  to  realise  the 
variety  of  all  existence.  It  is  no  limitation  of  his  independence  thgfj 
he  reckons  with  the  law  of  character. 

The  Vaisesika  view  of  God  is  practically  the  same  as  that 
of  the  Naiyayika  4  and  is  open  to  the  same  criticism.  The 
world  was  originally  regarded  as  a  piece  of  mechanism,  com¬ 
plete  and  self-sufficient,  with  atoms  and  souls  held  together  in 
their  place  by  the  principle  of  adrsta.  The  difficulties  relent¬ 
lessly  pressed  by  the  critics  of  the  Vaisesika,  that  an  unintelli¬ 
gent  principle  could  not  keep  together  the  disjecta  membra  of 
the  world,  forced  the  later  Vaisesikas  to  accept  a  divine  principle 
as  a  way  out  of  the  difficulties.  God  is  not  the  creator  of  the 
world,  since  souls  and  atoms  are  co-eternal  with  him.  God 

1  Upaskara,  x.  2.  g.  The  whole  argument  rests  on  the  acceptance  of 
the  authoritativeness  of  the  Vedas.  If  we  deny  it,  as  the  Buddhists  do, 
the  argument  loses  its  force. 

1  Cp.  Aristotle’s  theory  of  God  as  the  First  Mover,  who  starts  all  heavenly 
and  earthly  motions. 

3  Nydyakandali,  pp.  55-8. 

4  Devatavisaye  bhedo  nasti  naiyayikaih  samam  (Haribhadra’s  Saddarsa- 
nasamuccaya,  p.  59). 
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is  distinguished  from  human  souls  by  his  omniscience  and 
omnipotence,  which  qualify  him  for  the  government  of  the 
universe.  He  is  never  entangled  in  the  cycle  of  existence. 
He  sets  the  world  under  certain  laws  and  lets  it  go,  but  he 
does  not  interfere  with  its  course.  The  world  is  a  gigantic 
piece  of  clockwork  set  in  motion  by  its  maker  and  guaranteed 
to  go  without  any  further  interference.  But  a  non-interfering 
God  does  not  help  the  actual  life  of  the  world,  while  an  inter¬ 
fering  God  runs  the  risk  of  upsetting  his  own  laws.  God  and 
the  world  exclude  each  other,  but  if  we  do  not  revise  the 
original  premises,  even  “  God  ”  cannot  help  us.  If  we  start 
with  a  plurality  of  entities  unrelated  to  one  another,  we  cannot 
correct  their  isolation  by  the  mechanical  device  of  a  God  who 
arranges  things  from  outside.  The  world  held  together  by 
the  mechanical  expedient  of  a  foreign  medium  is  a  mere 
aggregate  of  things,  and  not  an  organic  whole.  The  souls 
cannot  even  know  one  another.  Each  real  thing  will  be  a 
little  world  to  itself  shut  up  within  the  closed  circle  of  its 
own  internal  content.  Souls  and  their  objects  are  essentially 
disparate,  and  their  relation  is  an  externally  imposed  harmony. 
Before  we  can  arrive  at  a  more  satisfactory  view,  the  starting- 
point  must  be  surrendered.  If  there  is  a  God,  he  could  pro¬ 
duce  the  ultimate  elements  of  matter  as  well,  and  there  is 
no  need  for  maintaining  the  eternal  and  self-existent  character 
of  atoms  and  souls.  If  there  is  a  God,  the  heavens  and  the 
earth  hang  on  him,  and  the  inconceivably  small  particles  of 
matter  moving  through  boundless  realms  of  space  are  his 
creation  as  well. 


XV 

General  Estimate  of  the  Vaisesika  Philosophy 

A  critical  consideration  of  the  general  principles  of  the 
Vaisesika  will  help  us  to  understand  the  central  features  as 
well  as  the  limitations  of  the  system.  A  philosophic  theory 
should  order  and  organise  the  manifold  characters  which 
reality  reveals  into  a  coherent  and  intelligible  whole.  The 
Vaisesika  attempts  "  to  exhibit  in  one  system  the  characters 
and  interrelations  of  all  that  is  observed.”  1  It  will  be  useful 

1  Whitehead  •  'rhe  Concept  of  Nature,  p.  185. 
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for  us  to  distinguish,  as  Professor  Whitehead  does,  sense-data, 
the  world  of  perception  and  scientific  objects.  Sense-data 
are  the  actual  colours,  tastes,  sounds,  temperatures  that  we 
perceive.  We  build  on  these  data  the  world  of  experience, 
and  to  account  for  these  sense-data  and  the  world  of  experi¬ 
ence  we  postulate  a  number  of  scientific  objects  which  are 
not  objects  of  perception,  though  they  account  for  all  per¬ 
ception.  In  the  Vaisesika,  also,  we  have  sense-data,  or  the 
objects  of  perception,  with  which  all  experience  starts.  When 
we  think  together  these  objects  by  the  categories  of  substance, 
quality  and  relations,  we  rise  to  the  world  of  experience.  As 
we  have  more  than  once  urged,  when  we  speak  of  a  thing  and 
its  qualities,  we  are  not  stating  facts,  but  interpreting  them. 
When  the  Vaisesika  distinguishes  eternal  from  non-eternal 
substances,  qualities,  etc.,  it  emphasises  the  transient  char¬ 
acter  of  our  experience  and  postulates  a  number  of  scientific 
objects  as  atoms  and  souls,  and  space  and  time,  and  akasa 
and  manas.  The  theory  may  be  regarded  as  satisfactory,  if 
sense-data  lead  to  the  experienced  world  and  the  latter  leads 
to  the  scientific  objects,  but,  as  we  shall  see,  there  is  no  such 
logical  connection  discernible. 

The  emphasis  on  the  principle  of  negation  marks  the  dis¬ 
tinctive  pluralistic  tendency  of  the  Vaisesika.  Reality  is  not 
a  substance  or  an  aggregate  of  substances  which  are  the 
subjects  of  qualities,  but  an  essential  relatedness,  where  we 
find  need  for  analysis  and  comparison,  distinction  and  identi¬ 
fication.  The  changing  world  of  experience  consists  of  a 
plurality  of  existent  things  standing  in  a  complicated  network 
of  relations  of  all  kinds  with  one  another.  The  Vaisesika  has 
for  its  aim  the  representation  of  the  universe  as  a  systematic 
whole,  a  harmony  of  varying  members.  So  long  as  we  are 
not  able  to  harmonise  the  jarring  elements,  we  have  not 
reached  our  logical  ideal.  The  self-contradictory  is  the  un¬ 
thinkable,  and  yet  there  are  members  of  the  system  which  we 
are  not  able  to  think  together  as  parts  of  one  whole. 

The  Vaisesika  admits  the  relative  character  of  negation. 
The  content  which  it  denies  is  never  excluded  absolutely. 
Before  we  deny,  the  idea  denied  must  be  entertained.  Again, 
the  attempted  suggestion  which  the  negation  refutes,  rests  on 
a  positive  identity  which  proves  to  be  incompatible  with  the 
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suggested  content.  We  look  for  the  jar  on  the  ground  and 
fail  to  find  it,  and  we  negate  it.  The  real  excludes  because 
it  is  qualified  incompatibly.  Negation  implies  at  its  base  a 
disjunction  which  is  real.  The  aim  of  negation  is  to  set 
before  us  reality  conceived  as  a  system.  The  simple  affir¬ 
mative  is  a  one-sided  abstraction  as  much  as  the  simple 
negative.  Mere  “  being  ”  is  the  abstraction  of  an  empty 
object,  while  mere  “  nothing  ”  goes  beyond  mere  emptiness. 
Mere  “  nothing  ”  is  the  idea  of  a  “  that,”  or  an  entity  which 
excludes  and  is  excluded  by  any  and  every  “  what  ”  or  qualifi¬ 
cation.  It  is  the  abstraction  of  an  object  which  negates  all 
qualifications  and  is  forced  to  reject  even  itself.  Insistence 
on  negation  commits  the  Vaisesika  to  the  ideal  of  the  world 
as  harmony  of  elements,  though,  strictly  speaking,  such  an 
ideal  falls  short,  in  principle,  of  ultimate  truth  and  reality. 
Diversity,  distinction  and  plurality  have  a  meaning  only 
within  a  whole.  What  the  Vaisesika  regards  as  an  inde¬ 
pendent  individual  is  a  factor  discerned  within  the  nature 
of  the  real.  It  confuses  distincts  and  opposites.  What  is 
different  need  not  be  discrepant.  Differ ents  do  not  exclude 
one  another,  they  only  exclude  the  denial  of  their  difference. 
There  are  incompatibles,  but  they  are  not  final  and  absolute. 
Within  limits  they  are  found,  but  the  logical  view  of  identity 
demands  that  the  real  is  the  individual,  the  harmonious  and 
the  self-consistent.  By  postulating  for  all  things  a  self- 
identity,  the  Vaisesika  is  not  able  to  rise  to  the  conception 
of  a  true  spiritual  whole,  where  the  reciprocal  exclusiveness 
of  parts  is  overcome.  Though  it  makes  both  unity  and 
plurality  original  to  the  world,  the  two  are  left  side  by  side, 
and  not  worked  into  a  whole.  The  Vaisesika  is  not  loyal  to 
the  conception  of  knowledge  as  an  organised  whole  implied 
by  its  view  of  negation. 

The  VaDesika  points  out,  however,  that  experience  has 
things  and  relations.  Substance,  quality  and  action  exist  in 
themselves  as  also  one  in  the  other,  and  these  are  bound  by 
a  number  of  relations  called  samanya  or  generic  nature, 
vi£esa  or  specific  marks,  and  samavaya  or  inseparable  con¬ 
nection.  Every  substance  has  a  generic  quality,  a  specific 
difference,  and  with  these  latter  it  is  bound  up  by  the  relation 
of  samavaya.  The  affirmation  of  the  reality  of  relations  is 
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a  fundamental  necessity  for  any  satisfactory  pluralistic  meta¬ 
physics.  If  the  relations  are  unreal,  then  there  can  be  only 
one  substance  in  the  world  called  the  Absolute  ;  or  the  world 
is  composed  of  monads,  independent  absolutes,  which  are 
unrelated  and  which  can  never  be  related. 

The  theory  of  samavaya  is  a  weak  link  in  the  Vaisesika 
system.  We  cannot  look  upon  samavaya  as  a  connection 
between  two  distinct  things  and  yet  regard  it  as  of  a  different 
kind  from  samyoga,  or  conjunction.  If  samavaya  is  distinct 
from  samyoga,  then  the  whole  is  something  over  and  above 
the  parts.  The  conception  of  the  world  as  a  systematic  whole 
with  interrelated  elements  is  the  implication  of  the  Vaisesika 
view  of  samavaya  as  of  its  view  of  negation.  Its  pluralism, 
therefore,  is  not  final. 

The  distinction  of  samanya  (general)  and  vi£esa  (parti¬ 
cular)  is  a  distinction  of  the  qualities  of  substances.  What 
is  the  nature  of  visesa,  or  particularity  ?  It  is  quite  true  that 
we  accept  unique  individuals  at  the  common-sense  level  of 
life.  But  we  cannot  give  a  satisfactory  account  of  what  this 
particularity  is.  What  is  it  that  makes  a  thing  the  particular 
thing  it  is  ?  All  that  we  know  of  a  thing  is  a  number  of  its 
qualities  and  the  way  it  behaves.  The  uniqueness  cannot  be 
defined :  yet  it  seems  to  be  inexhaustible.  Individuality 
seems  to  be  a  mere  assumption  as  good  as  non-existent. 
Take  the  individual  soul.  Is  there  anything  which  it  cannot 
alter  ?  If  its  individuality  is  something  which  changes  with 
its  historical  life,  it  is  then  capable  of  alteration.  If  it  is  an 
unchangeable  essence,  then  we  do  not  know  what  it  is.  If 
we  appeal  to  facts,  we  are  given  not  “  blue,”  but  always 
“  a  blue,”  a  “  blue  ”  of  a  certain  sort,  neither  the  universal 
by  itself,  nor  the  specification  which  makes  the  particular 
blue.  We  do  not  know  how  these  unite  to  make  a  unique 
particular.  Ultimately  we  cannot  define  what  we  mean  by 
uniqueness.  Though  the  theory  of  visesa,  or  particularity,  is 
not  borne  out  by  logical  evidence,  an  obstinate  empirical 
prejudice  inclines  us  to  grant  unique  indestructible  essences 
to  individuals.  The  individuality  of  the  innumerable 
elements  and  souls  is  destructive  of  the  individuality  of 
the  whole,  and  so,  if  the  conception  of  an  organised  whole 
implied  by  the  Vaisesika  view  of  negation  and  samavaya  is 
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to  be  sustained,  the  doctrine  of  individuals  will  have  to 
be  modified.1 

The  general  notion  is  a  common  property  said  to  exist, 
independent  of  the  intelligence  which  conceives  it,  in  sub¬ 
stances,  qualities  and  actions,  and  regarded  as  eternal  in 
eternal  substances  and  non-eternal  in  non-eternal  ones.  If 
the  individuals  and  the  universal  are  equally  real,  and  if  our 
scientific  generalisations  are  regarded  as  dealing  with  these 
entities  eternally  fixed  in  the  order  of  nature,  then  there 
ought  to  be  universals  corresponding  to  all  conceivable  entities, 
good,  bad  and  indifferent.  Besides,  there  are  no  universals 
which  are  eternal.  Under  the  influence  of  formal  logic  which 
tends  to  make  thought  static,  the  Nyaya-Vaisesika  empha¬ 
sises  essences  and  their  qualities  and  their  differences.  Nothing 
can  at  the  same  time  exist  and  not  exist.  Such  is  the  law  of  con¬ 
tradiction,  and  under  its  influence  things  were  divided  into  classes 
that  were  supposed  to  have  been  the  same  ever  since  the  world 
began,  and  to  continue  to  be  so  till  the  world  comes  to  an  end. 
Darwin's  theory  of  evolution  discredits  belief  in  the  fixity  of 
species.  One  species  develops  into  another  by  the  accumu¬ 
lation  of  individual  differences  under  natural  selection.  The 
classes  are  what  they  are  as  a  result  of  the  process  of  evolution 
carried  on  through  millions  of  years.  The  classes  are  mutable 
in  the  highest  degree,  and  tend  to  shade  off  into  one  another 
even  to-day.  Mendelian  heredity  may  transform  the  nature 
of  the  horse  beyond  identification.  The  so-called  universals 
are  not  immutable  self-existent  types,  but  represent  stages  of 
growth  and  development  adapted  to  the  changing  conditions 
of  the  environment.  When  classes  tend  to  melt  away,  the 

1  Cp.  Bradley  :  "  The  natures  of  the  many  are  therefore  not  each  merely 
self-contained,  because  if  you  extirpate  from  each  every  reference  beyond 
itself,  you  have  no  manyness  left.  ‘  And  ’  has  no  signification  except  as 
the  expression  of  a  containing  whole,  and  diversity  apart  from  identity  has 
lost  its  sense.  The  required  particulars,  therefore,  are  self -contradictory. 
And  you  cannot  escape  by  drawing  a  distinction  within  each  of  separate 
aspects  :  for  such  a  road  leads  to  a  division  into  fresh  particulars,  with 
regard  to  each  of  which  the  same  dilemma  results.  If  the  many  are  not 
each  itself  beyond  itself,  they  have  ceased  to  be  many  ;  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  whatever  fails  to  be  self-contained  is  not  individual  and  unique. 
Hence  the  particular  beings,  which,  if  they  were  possible,  would  each  be 
unique,  prove  to  be  mere  abstractions.  And  these  because  in  principle 
self-discrepant  are  unreal,  and  in  the  end  are  senseless  "  {Logic,  vol.  ii,  p.  651). 
See  also  Gentile  :  Theory  0 f  Mind  as  Pure  Act,  E-T.,  p.  113. 
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logician  who  plays  with  types  and  essences  has  his  ground 
cut  from  under  his  feet.  At  any  one  stage  the  class  character 
is  denoted  by  the  samanya,  or  generality,  though  this  character 
is  by  no  means  stereotyped.  When  universals  are  said  to  be 
eternal,  what  is  meant  is  not  existence  through  endless  time, 
but  independence  of  time  relations.  The  Jaina  logicians  argue 
that  even  the  Nyaya-Vaisesika  does  not  admit  the  universal 
notion  of  negation  said  to  be  common  to  antecedent  negation, 
subsequent  negation,  etc. ;  nor  does  it  admit  the  universal 
notion  of  universals.  If  the  universal  of  the  different  uni¬ 
versals  or  of  the  different  kinds  of  negation  is  simply  their 
common  character,  we  can  say  that  there  is  no  other  kind 
of  universal  than  that  of  common  character.  The  theory  of 
samanya,  or  generality,  is  motived  by  the  desire  to  distinguish 
the  unchanging  from  the  changing.  If  we  assign  the  universals 
to  a  supersensible  world  of  superior  reality,  it  becomes  diffi¬ 
cult  to  bring  them  into  relation  with  the  particular  individuals 
which  embody  them.  It  is  not  easy  to  relate  the  one  eternal 
ubiquitous  general  essence  with  the  many,  non-eternal,  dis¬ 
crete,  isolated  individuals.  If  the  universal  does  not  so  much 
underlie  the  individual  as  coexist  with  it,  we  are  brought  to 
a  position  similar  to  Plato’s  theory  of  Ideas  and  the  Univer- 
salia  ante  Res  doctrine.  Two  utterly  disparate  things,  as  the 
universal  and  the  individual,  cannot  be  unified.  We  must 
dismiss  the  world  of  individuals  as  a  vain  show  standing  in  no 
intelligible  relation  to  reality.  The  Nyaya-Vaisesika  admits 
that  the  universal  and  the  individual  are  inseparable,  since 
they  are  bound  by  the  tie  of  samavaya.  In  other  words,  the 
distinction  between  the  universal  and  the  particular  is  a 
distinction  in  thought,  but  not  a  division  in  reality,  and  yet, 
inconsistently,  the  universals  are  given  an  independent  exist¬ 
ence.  They  are  supposed  to  survive  the  destruction  of  the 
world,  and  during  pralaya  they  have  for  their  substratum, 
time,  which  is  conceived  as  a  real  thing  (kalikasambandha). 

Substance,  quality  and  action  are  regarded  as  objective, 
while  the  relations  are  products  of  logical  analysis,  which  we 
have  no  right  to  transform  into  facts  of  the  cosmos.  The 
first  three  categories  are  said  to  partake  of  the  character  of 
satta,  a  fiction  endowed  with  existence,  and  supposed  to  confer 
the  same  property  on  the  three  categories.  The  different 
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relations,  causal  and  reciprocal  and  mere  togetherness  of 
compresence,  are  not  existents,  since  all  exist ents  are  individual. 
Guna  (quality)  and  karma  (action)  are  different  kinds  or 
adjectives  of  substantives.1  Whatever  temporal  alterations 
and  spatial  movements  may  happen,  the  gunas  may  be  looked 
upon  as  the  continuant  factors  of  causation,  while  the  alterable 
states  are  the  karma  referring  to  the  “  occurrent,  or  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  scholastic  usage,  the  occasional  causal  factor.” 
A  complete  conception  of  substance  includes  both  guna  and 
karma,  continuant  and  occurrent  factors,  neither  being  con¬ 
ceivable  apart  from  the  other.*  Every  substance  has  its 
unique  essence  (visesa),  its  qualities  (guna),  and  its  modes  of 
behaviour  (karma).  Common  sense  regards  the  occurrences 
of  the  world  as  the  attributes  of  certain  substances.  The 
conception  of  a  thing  and  its  qualities  is  so  familiar  to  us  all 
that  it  enters  into  all  our  experience.  The  Vai£esika  takes 
it  for  a  simple  unambiguous  axiom,  which  does  not  stand  in 
need  of  much  discussion  or  proof.  Everything  real  is  either 
a  substance  or  an  attribute  of  it.  The  attributes  are  dependent 
aspects  of  reality  incapable  of  existing  on  their  own  account, 
and  they  imply  a  more  ultimate  form  of  living  substance,  to 
which  they  belong.  The  existence  of  a  plurality  of  sub¬ 
stances,  each  complete  in  itself  and  independent  of  all  the 
rest,  is  accepted  as  a  dictate  of  common  sense,  though  we 
cannot  form  a  satisfactory  idea  of  what  a  substance  is  in 
itself. 

The  naive  theory  of  substance  and  quality  conceals  a 
bottomless  abyss  of  unsolved  problems.  Substance  is  defined 
as  the  substratum  of  qualities.  3  So  qualities  have  no  inde¬ 
pendent  existence.  We  distinguish  in  thought  substance  and 
quality,  but  there  is  no  need  to  assume  that  qualities  and 
actions  possess  a  higher  degree  of  reality  than  generality, 
particularity,  etc.  The  Vaisesika,  however,  assumes  that 
there  can  be  substance  apart  from  any  qualities.  At  the  first 
moment  of  creation  the  substance  is  said  to  be  without  any 

1  W.  E.  Johnson  distinguishes  adjectives  into  transitive  and  intransitive  ; 
transitive  adjectives  are  the  relations.  See  Logic,  vol.  i,  p.  xxxv. 

»  W.  E.  Johnson  :  Logic,  vol.  i,  p.  xxxvii. 

3  While  substance  was  defined  by  the  ancient  Nyaya  as  the  substratum 
of  qualities  and  actions,  modern  Nyaya  defines  it  as  the  substratum  of 
qualities  alone. 
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qualities,  the  suggestion  being  that  the  metaphysical  identity 
of  a  substance  is  not  the  same  as  the  permanent  identity  of 
its  properties.  The  essence  of  a  substance,  which  makes  it 
what  it  is,  has  little  to  do  with  the  permanent  qualities  which 
are  characteristic  of  and  peculiar  to  it.  The  permanence  of 
the  qualities  is  not  essential  to  its  remaining  what  it  is.  The 
special  qualities  of  substances  are  regarded  as  effects,  i.e. 
qualities  are  derived  from  substances  ;  but  how  can  a  sub¬ 
stance  become  a  cause,  i.e.  produce  something  different  from 
itself  ?  What  is  above  all  positive  and  concrete  qualities  is 
for  our  thought  destitute  of  any  content.  It  is  an  unknown 
X,  a  supposed  I-know-not-what,  lying  behind  all  qualities. 
An  inveterate  habit  of  thought  inclines  us  to  give  greater 
reality  to  substance  than  to  qualities.  The  Vaisesika  sub¬ 
stances  are  unknown  substrata  to  account  for  the  qualities 
of  experience,  the  results  of  possible  speculation,  and  not 
scientific  observation.  But  the  Vaisesika  believes  also  that 
a  thing  would  lose  its  nature  if  it  loses  its  qualities.  The 
relation  between  substance  and  qualities  is  said  to  be  one  of 
samavaya,  i.e.  one  cannot  exist  without  the  other.1 

Samkara  criticises  this  view  of  the  relation  between  substance  and 
quality.  If  the  two  are  inseparably  related,  the  inseparability  must 
refer  to  place,  time  or  nature.  The  two  are  not  inseparable  in  place, 
since  the  cloth  originating  from  the  threads  occupies  the  place  of  the 
threads  only  and  not  that  of  the  cloth,  while  the  qualities  of  the  cloth, 
such  as  its  colour,  occupy  the  place  of  the  cloth  only  and  not  that 
of  the  threads.3  If  inseparability  in  time  is  the  essence  of  the 
samavaya  relation,  then  the  right  and  the  left  horns  of  a  cow  would  be 
related  in  that  way.  If  it  is  inseparability  in  nature  or  character, 
then  it  would  be  impossible  to  make  any  further  distinction  between 
substance  and  quality,  since  the  two  are  one. 3 

If  the  substance  depends  on  its  qualities,  then  it  is  not 
really  independent.  Substance  is  not  only  united  with  its 
qualities  by  the  relation  of  samavaya,  but  all  substances  are 
united  with  the  general  notion  of  substantiality,  and  single 
substances  are  united  in  the  same  way  with  the  notion  of 
their  own  class.  4  We  do  not  perceive  a  substance  apart  from 

1  See  Samkara  on  Gaudapada’s  Karikd,  iii.  5. 

3  V.S.,  i.  1.  10.  3  S.B.,  ii.  2.  17. 

4  &rl  Har?a  asks  as  to  why  qualities  which  possess  other  qualities,  like 
number,  should  not  be  included  under  substances.  If  qualities  are  defined 
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qualities,  and  the  assumption  of  something  which  remains 
unchanged  though  the  qualities  change  is  an  illogical  one.1 
If  we  take  our  stand  on  the  qualities  which  change,  then 
there  cannot  be  any  permanent  substance.  The  leaf  which 
is  verdant  and  full  of  sap  to-day  is  sere  and  yellow  to-morrow, 
and  brown  and  shrivelled  the  day  after.  We  cannot  know 
what  the  permanent  quality  of  the  leaf  is.  The  whole  history 
of  philosophy  proves  that  the  underlying  core  of  a  thing  is 
an  impenetrable  mystery.2  What  a  substance  is,  apart  from 
its  qualities  and  behaviour,  we  cannot  hope  to  know.  In  the 
world  of  experience  we  are  obliged  to  use  the  categories  of 
substance  and  quality,  though  existence  cannot  be  reduced 
to  qualities,  and  yet  substance,  the  Vaisesika  admits,  is  nothing 
apart  from  its  qualities.  We  can  define  a  substance  only  by 
its  qualities.  We  can  distinguish  things  by  their  different 
properties.  We  speak  of  a  substance  as  the  same  at  different 
times  only  so  long  as  it  has  the  same  properties.  When  we 
find  different  qualitative  groupings,  we  say  that  we  deal  with 
different  things.  Substance  refers  to  the  stable  elements  of 
our  experience.  Souls  and  atoms,  space,  time,  akasa  and 
manas  refer  to  the  constant  factors  in  our  experience. 

The  Vaisesika  endeavours  to  take  in  all  aspects  of  experi¬ 
ence  and  fit  them  into  a  general  scheme.  The  sensible  world 
has  a  real  basis  independent  of  the  percipient.  The  relations 
are  real  in  the  sense  that  they  are  not  fabricated  by  the  mind 
of  man.  The  Vaisesika  does  not  think  that  experience  comes 
to  us  as  a  mere  manifold.  It  is  grounded  in  laws  which  are 
not  simply  imposed  on  it.  The  categories  of  quality,  action, 
generality,  particularity  and  inherence  are  dependent  (asrita), 
while  substance  is  the  independent  entity  on  which  they  all 
depend  (asraya).  Substances  are  absolutely  independent. 
Non-eternal  substances  which  are  caused  are  not  truly  sub- 

as  the  substrata  of  samanya,  he  asks  whether  they  are  not  the  substrata 
of  positive  entities  like  upadhis  [Khandana,  iv.  3).  Alexander  refuses  to 
call  quality  a  category. 

1  See,  however,  N.V.,  1.  1.  13,  where  “  prthivyadigunah  "  is  taken  as  a 
dvandva  compound,  meaning  earth,  etc.,  and  the  qualities,  suggesting  that 
substances  as  well  as  qualities  are  apprehended  by  the  senses. 

1  The  Samkhya  regards  substance  and  quality  as  possessing  the  same 
reality  ;  the  Advaita  Vedanta  looks  upon  the  conception  of  substance  as 
an  illogical  one,  representing  a  mode  of  thought.  Cp.  Locke  :  Essay  on  the 
Human  Understanding. 
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stances.  The  theory  of  the  nine  eternal  substances  becomes 
the  central  thesis  of  the  Vaisesika  pluralism.  These  nine 
eternal  substances  are  what  Professor  Whitehead  calls  scien¬ 
tific  objects  as  distinct  from  perceptual  objects  and  sense-data. 
Their  value  lies  in  their  power  to  explain  and  order  the  data 
of  perception,  to  make  nature  as  perceived  by  the  senses  more 
intelligible.  A  naturalistic  bias  led  the  Vaisesika  thinkers  to 
regard  experience  as  an  ever  shifting  phantasmagoria  demand¬ 
ing  explanation  from  outside.  They  regard  objects  of  experi¬ 
ence  as  shadows  on  the  screen  cast  by  substances  behind. 
That  shadows  are  cast  on  the  screen  of  our  minds  by  sub¬ 
stances  lurking  behind,  is  a  metaphysical  assumption  for 
which  there  is  no  warrant.  We  need  not  go  behind  experience 
and  assume  mysterious  things  in  themselves.  The  Vaisesika 
asks  us  to  be  loyal  to  the  deliverances  of  the  empirical  con¬ 
sciousness,  which  is  said  to  deal  first  and  last  with  real  and 
separate  things,  but  it  is  itself  going  beyond  the  testimony 
of  consciousness  when  it  looks  upon  the  world  of  experience 
as  a  sort  of  screen  that  stands  between  us  and  the  imperceptible 
reals.  The  Vaisesika  sets  to  itself  the  task  of  simplifying  or 
unifying  phenomena,  but  adopts  a  false  metaphysics  when  it 
assumes  that  the  multiplicity  of  the  world  is  the  phenomenon 
of  a  noumenal  multiplicity.  When  it  once  breaks  up  the 
unity  of  experience  into  a  number  of  distinct  elements,  it  is 
unable  to  reunite  them  into  the  whole.  A  scattered  and 
dissociated  diversity  cannot  engender  unity  unless  it  be 
through  the  instrumentality  of  a  divine  Providence.  These 
substances  both  in  their  eternal  self-identity  and  non-eternal 
manifestations  do  not  form  a  coherent  whole.  There  is  no 
string  by  which  we  can  tie  them  all  together. 

The  idea  of  the  interconnection  of  substances  is  not  well 
developed.  While  the  Vaisesika  makes  relatedness  a  central 
feature  of  the  world  of  experience,  still,  in  conceiving  unrelated 
atoms  and  souls  as  the  scientific  objects,  it  makes  all  relations 
external  and  arbitrary.  The  world  of  true  being,  the  nine 
eternal  substances,  remain  for  ever  unaffected  by  change,  and 
the  ground  of  phenomenal  change  is  not  to  be  sought  in  any 
mark  of  the  real  itself.  Relatedness  thus  becomes  an  external 
accident  of  the  reals.  Unrelated  atoms  cannot  account  for 
the  phenomenal  world.  To  generate  the  phenomenal  things 
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they  must  meet  and  clash.  If  the  atoms  are  endowed  with 
the  property  of  motion,  they  are  not  rigidly  unrelated,  for 
even  a  movement  of  atoms  is  a  negation  of  their  unrelated¬ 
ness.  To  accept  adrsta  is  to  surrender  all  possibility  of 
philosophical  explanation.  If  the  Vaisesika  wishes  to  be 
faithful  to  its  principle  of  the  reality  of  relations,  which  it 
accepts  in  its  account  of  padarthas,  or  the  world  of  experience, 
it  must  give  up  its  theory  of  the  eternal  non-changing  sub¬ 
stances,  which  are  the  scientific  objects,  and  make  relatedness 
also  real.  Real  relatedness  is  inconsistent  with  the  absolute 
independence  of  the  related  elements.  The  so-called  eternal 
substances  cannot  therefore  be  the  simple,  changeless  per¬ 
manent  elements,  but  only  the  relatively  fixed  points  of  one 
continuously  altering  system.  If  change  and  relatedness 
belong  to  the  very  essence  of  reality,  then  reality  is  not  an 
aggregate  of  simple  reals.  The  truly  scientific  object  is  not 
the  eternal  substance,  but  the  ever-changing  identity  of  the 
world  itself. 

When  the  Vaisesika  posits  eternal  atoms,  it  means  to 
suggest  that  in  the  vast  reaches  of  space-time  we  have  a  host 
of  supersensible  particles  too  small  singly  to  meet  the  edge 
of  human  vision,  though  they  become  visible  when  they  enter 
into  combinations  which  are  more  or  less  lasting,  though  by 
no  means  everlasting.  The  application  of  the  causal  prin¬ 
ciple,  that  out  of  nothing  nothing  comes,  requires  it  to  posit 
these  eternal  atoms.  The  Vaisesika  rightly  argues  that  while 
latitude,  longitude,  shape,  date  and  motion  are  space-time 
properties,  smell,  taste,  colour,  temperature  and  sound  are 
space-time  filling  properties.  Leaving  aside  sound  for  the 
present,  the  Vaisesika  traces  smell,  taste,  colour  and  tempera¬ 
ture,  which  are  the  contents  of  our  experience  to  the  atoms. 
Since  these  characters  of  our  experience  are  permanent,  it 
attempts  to  account  for  them  on  the  hypothesis  of  eternal 
atoms.  The  ©changing  aspects  of  experience  are  traced  to 
non-eternal  substances  and  permanent  aspects  to  eternal  ones. 
The  ultimate  data  from  which  the  Vaisesika  starts,  and  which 
it  seeks  to  explain,  are  our  sense-experiences.  The  atoms  are 
frankly  acknowledged  to  be  inaccessible  in  themselves  to  our 
perception,  though  they  are  supposed  to  be  indispensable  for 
the  occurrence  of  phenomena  which  we  can  and  do  observe. 
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We  perceive  a  series  of  colours,  sounds,  tastes  and  temperatures. 
These  sense-data  are  perceived  as  a  part  of  nature  and  not,  as 
the  Buddhists  believed,  as  a  part  of  mind  ;  but  need  we  assume 
atoms  as  the  imperceptible  causes  of  these  sense-data  ?  If 
we  perceive  colours  and  sounds,  touches  and  tastes  serially, 
one  detached  from  the  other,  there  may  be  some  justification 
for  regarding  nature  as  composed  of  atomic  bits.  But  the 
Vaisesika  rightly  emphasises  that  nature  as  perceived  is  a 
togetherness,  a  mass  of  sense-data  which  melt  into  one  another, 
a  continuously  flowing  stream.  From  out  of  these  sense-data 
we  build  our  view  of  experience  as  consisting  of  things  and 
their  qualities  and  relations,  but  the  atoms  assumed  are  not 
integral  factors  of  the  world  of  experience.  The  atomic 
hypothesis  only  creates  fresh  difficulties  and  leads  the  Vaisesika 
system  into  the  dangers  of  subjectivism.  We  are  not  con¬ 
scious  of  atoms,  and  yet  they  are  imagined  to  be  the  only 
reality  producing  the  experienced  objects.  The  manner  of 
the  causation  is  mechanical,  and  what  we  perceive  is  divorced 
from  what  is — the  atoms,  the  hypothetical  and  unverifiable 
causes  of  experience.  These  abstract  foundations  are  not 
adequate  to  the  concrete  experience  built  on  them.  Our 
experience  comes  to  us  in  a  series  of  events  which  are  in  space 
and  time.  Every  event  has  a  spatial  position,  i.e.  is  some¬ 
where  ;  has  a  history,  i.e.  occurs  at  some  time  ;  but  these  pro¬ 
perties  of  space  and  time  do  not  exhaust  the  nature  of  the 
event.  We  do  not  know  anything  about  the  material  points 
or  atoms.  All  that  we  know  is  that  bodies  occupy  several 
positions  simultaneously,  and  so  we  say  that  they  possess 
spatial  extension  and  figure.  Strictly  speaking,  we  know 
neither  a  universal  matter  nor  invisible  atoms,  but  only  bodies. 
A  body  is  ordinarily  regarded  as  that  which  moves.  It  is 
a  portion  of  matter  which  maintains  the  natural  position  of 
its  parts  unchanged,  while  their  relations  to  other  positions 
are  changed.  An  extended  unit  has  fixed  boundaries,  and  its 
identity  is  said  to  be  unaltered  so  long  as  this  independence 
of  internal  and  external  relations  continues.  What  we  call  a 
thing  or  a  body  is  a  region  of  space  which  is  marked  by 
some  distinguishing  character  that  remains  unchanged  through 
time.  In  the  complex  given  to  us  in  experience  we  distinguish 
that  which  occupies  space  and  time  from  space  and  time 
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themselves.  Matter  is  that  something  which  fills  the  space- 
time  framework.1  The  Vaisesika  has  no  sympathy  with  the 
Buddhist  attempts,  comparable  to  those  of  some  Neorealists, 
as  Alexander  and  Russell,  to  derive  the  individual  from  the 
universal,  real  things  from  their  connections,  terms  from  their 
relations,  and  matter  from  the  union  of  space  and  time.  We 
cannot  have  motion  without  things  that  move.  The  Vaisesika 
regards  the  atom  as  a  real  entity  and  not  a  mere  limiting 
conception.  The  atoms,  according  to  the  Vaisesika,  are  said 
to  possess  the  qualities  of  colour,  etc. ;  and  Samkara  argues 
that  what  has  colour,  etc.,  cannot  be  minute  (anu)  and  eternal 
(nitya).  Judging  from  experience,  things  possessing  colour, 
etc.,  are  gross  and  impermanent.2  If  non-perception  is 
indicative  of  permanence,  then  even  dyads  which  are  too  small 
for  perception  must  be  regarded  as  permanent. 3  If  some¬ 
thing  eternal  is  required  as  the  basis  of  the  universe,  it  cannot 
certainly  be  the  atoms.  4  The  determinateness  of  the  world  is 
sought  to  be  accounted  for  by  the  diversity  of  atoms.  But 
altogether  external  and  accidental  relations  cannot  account 
for  the  determinate  character  of  the  world.  The  theory  of 
transmutation  of  matter  in  its  various  states  goes  against  the 
hypothesis  of  immutable  atoms.  While  ordinary  unreflective 
experience  breaks  the  world  into  fragments,  where  everything 
is  distinct  if  not  separate,  a  little  reflection  tells  us  that  things 
pass  into  one  another.  There  is  such  a  thing  as  becoming, 
evolution  or  development.  The  truth  of  things  is  not  a 
plurality  of  types  but  one  universal  nature.  The  empirical 
tendency  of  the  Vaisesika  should  have  led  it  to  supersede  the 
idea  of  being  by  that  of  becoming.  If  we  are  impressed  by 
one  thing  more  than  another,  it  is  the  oneness  of  nature  and 
the  fundamental  unity  of  origin  of  all  classes  of  “  atoms.” 
The  idea  of  development  implies  that  a  principle  is  more  than 
any  of  the  forms  through  which  it  passes.  The  real  as  pre¬ 
sented  to  us  is  not  atomic  in  character,  but  seems  to  be  one 
stuff  where  qualitatively  different  aspects  melt  into  one 

1  More  accurately,  events  are  the  concrete  stuff  from  which  space  and 
time  are  derived.  Mere  extension  and  pure  serial  process  are  both  abstrac¬ 
tions.  If  anything  may  be  looked  upon  as  the  fundamental  units  of  the 
universe,  they  are  space -time -matter,  or  the  events  of  Professor  White- 
head.  The  static  stuff  of  objects,  space  and  time  are  all  adjuncts  of  events., 

»  V.S.,  iv.  i.  I.  3  iv.  i.  5  4  S.B.,  ii.  2.  15 
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another.  Samkara  says  that  the  different  elements  are 
different  conditions  of  one  stuff,  the  earth  is  gross,  the  water 
fine,  light  finer,  and  air  is  the  finest  of  all.1  The  atoms 
answering  to  the  four  elements  cannot  be  assumed  to  have  a 
greater  and  smaller  number  of  qualities  simply  because  earth 
has  the  four  qualities  of  smell,  taste,  colour  and  touch,  and 
water  the  three  of  colour,  taste  and  touch,  and  so  on.  Again, 
all  atoms  cannot  be  said  to  have  all  the  qualities.  If  they 
have  only  one  quality,  then  we  cannot  perceive  taste  in  earth, 
or  colour  in  water,  since  the  qualities  of  the  effects  have  for 
their  antecedents  the  qualities  of  the  causes.2  An  immensity 
of  distinct  atoms  cannot  produce  a  harmonious  universe. 
The  mysterious  relation  of  samavaya  is  invented  to  cover  this 
difficulty.  Dyads  which  originate  from  two  atoms  are  said 
to  be  different  from  them,  though  related  to  them  by  way  of 
inherence. 

Atoms  represent  the  permanent  factors  of  the  flux  of 
events.  There  is  that  in  nature  which  does  not  pass.  There 
are  some  constants  in  our  experience  which  we  correlate  with 
substances.  Substance,  as  we  have  already  seen,  is  the  name 
for  a  way  in  which  things  behave.  Our  experience  has  some 
permanent  characteristics  in  spite  of  its  changing  character. 
The  conclusion  that  may  be  regarded  as  forced  on  us  by 
experience  is  that  the  principle  of  nature  is  something  which 
is  eternally  changing,  though  it  remains  for  ever  constant 
The  only  helpful  suggestion  for  philosophy  which  we  get  from 
the  atomic  theory  is  that  the  real  is  that  which  exists  in  and 
for  itself.  In  concrete  idealism  the  whole  alone  has  such 
reality,  for  the  individuality  of  the  parts  would  mean  the 
destruction  of  the  individuality  of  the  whole.  But  the  relation 
of  whole  and  parts  is  not  free  from  difficulties,  so  that  the 
real  can  be  identified  only  with  consciousness. 

When  the  Vaisesika  asserts  the  universal  and  real  character 
of  space  and  time,  what  it  means  is  that  the  universe  as  it 
appears  to  us  is  an  endless  expanse,  an  immeasurable  extent, 
an  abyss  in  which  there  are  no  bounds,  no  bottom,  no  end 
Every  event  has  spatial  and  temporal  properties.  If  the 

1  Modern  science  is  reducing  atoms  to  electrical  emanations,  and  mattet 
’s  becoiffin§  almost  as  ethereal  as  spirit. 

»  S.B.,  ii.  l6- 
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spatial  position  of  a  thing  remains  the  same  while  the  temporal 
varies,  we  say  that  the  body  is  at  rest  ;  if  it  varies  continu¬ 
ously  as  the  time  varies  continuously,  we  speak  of  motion. 
Since  our  experience  has  a  spatio-temporal  character,  the 
Vaisesika  infers  that  space  and  time  stand  there  outside  us, 
as  empty  receptacles  waiting  for  things  and  events  to  fill 
them.  The  truth  seems  to  be  that  spatial  and  temporal 
relations  are  constituted  out  of  spatial  and  temporal  per¬ 
ceptions.  If  the  spatial  and  temporal  characters  of  our 
experience  demand  the  assumption  of  the  universal  substances 
of  space  and  time,  there  is  no  reason  why  we  should  not  have 
one  vast  intelligence  in  the  vast  heaven,  one  vast  light  and 
one  vast  darkness,  vast  cosmic  reservoirs  of  all  properties, 
good,  bad  and  indifferent,  which  characterise  our  actual 
experiences.  Space  and  time  cannot  be  regarded  as  deriva¬ 
tives  from  experience,  which  presupposes  them.  That  space 
and  time  are  universal,  all-pervading  substances,  is  their  way 
of  saying  that  whatever  is,  is  in  space,  and  whatever  happens, 
happens  in  time.  Things  of  the  world  are  in  motion,  i.e. 
occupy  space  and  change  their  behaviour  in  time.  The 
space  void  of  bodies  and  the  time  void  of  events  are  called 
substances.  To  account  for  our  experiences,  which  have  the 
features  of  spatiality  and  temporality,  the  Vaisesika  assumes 
an  immensity  or  infinite  space  that  refuses  to  submit  to 
bounds  and  a  duration  that  cannot  be  completed.  But 
these  infinite  space  and  time  are  metaphysical  hypotheses 
and  not  descriptions  of  facts. 

Though  space  without  time  changes  does  not  seem  to  be 
absurd,  time  is  nothing  without  changes  or  events,  even  as 
a  relation  is  nothing  without  terms  that  are  related.  Time 
is  interpenetrated  by  real  stuff.  Time  does  not  involve  a 
plurality  of  things.  It  might  occur  in  a  single  substance. 
A  person  may  change  his  character,  a  flower  may  change  its 
colour.  Space,  dealing  as  it  does  with  properties  of  position, 
distance,  etc.,  requires  various  real  things.  Time  alone  of 
itself  does  not  imply  such  a  variety  of  coexistence.  It  no 
more  involves  coexistence  than  one  real  thing  involves 
others. 

The  argument  by  which  atoms  are  assumed  is  not  applied 
to  space  and  time.  The  Vaisesika  does  not  say  that  the 
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continuance  of  time  arises  out  of  the  separate  indivisible 
instants  of  time  or  the  continuance  of  space  out  of  separate 
points  or  spatial  units.  If  the  difficulty  of  the  crumbling  of 
matter  into  nothing  is  to  be  avoided  only  by  the  assumption 
of  indivisible  atoms,  the  continuity  of  space  and  time  can  only 
be  accounted  for  on  an  analogous  theory  of  points  and  instants. 
If  in  the  latter  the  assumption  of  one  universal  space  or  time 
is  feasible,  the  assumption  of  one  universal  matter  is  quite  a 
legitimate  hypothesis  even  for  the  explanation  of  the  physical 
universe.  We  have  things  in  certain  relations  to  each  other 
which  we  call  spatial  and  events  in  certain  relations  which  we 
call  temporal.  Time  and  space  represent  the  relations  of  the 
objects  for  our  experience.  These  spatial  and  temporal 
relations  are  facts  for  immediate  experience,  and  the  theory 
that  events  occur  in  a  given  space  and  a  given  time,  involving 
changes  in  the  given  persistent  atomic  stuff,  is  the  result  of 
metaphysical  reflection.  A  universal  space,  a  universal  time 
and  persistent  atoms  are  all  hypothetical  explanations  and 
not  given  facts.1  The  defective  definition  of  substance  as 
the  substratum  of  qualities  leads  the  Vaisesika  to  regard 
space,  time,  etc.,  as  substances.  Matter  is  the  stuff  which 
fills  space  and  time,  and  if  we  wish  to  be  accurate  we  must 
say  that  the  fundamental  concept  by  which  the  universe 
can  be  explained  is  space-time-matter  stuff,  a  conclusion  of 
which  some  Vai£esikas  had  a  dim  apprehension.  Sivaditya 
says  that  akasa,  space  and  time  are  one  in  reality,  though 
conceived  as  threefold  on  account  of  the  diverse  effects,2 3  a 
view  confirmed  by  Candrakanta  Tarkalamkara,  who  argues 
that,  according  to  Kanada,  space,  time  and  akasa  are  one 
substance  only,  though  variously  called  space,  or  time,  or 
akaia,  according  to  the  effects  produced  by  it  and  the  variety 
of  external  conditions  attending  it. 3  Space  and  time  are 

1  Cp.  Whitehead  :  “  We  must  not  conceive  of  events  as  in  a  given  time, 
a  given  space,  and  consisting  of  changes  in  given  persistent  material.  Time, 
space  and  material  are  adjuncts  of  events.  On  the  old  theory  of  relativity, 
time  and  space  are  relations  between  materials  ;  on  our  theory  they  are 
relations  between  events  ”  ( Enquiry ,  p.  26). 

a  Akasaditrayarh  tu  vastuta  ekam  eva  upadhibhedan  nanabhutam 
( Saptapadarthl ,  17).  S.P.B.,  i.  61. 

3  See  App.  B,  p.  iv,  to  V.S.,  in  Sacred  Books  of  the  Hindus  series.  See 

also  S.P.S.,  ii.  12. 
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abstractions  from  nature.  Later  Naiyayikas  described  space 
and  time  as  the  modes  of  God.1 

Consciousness  is  an  activity,  the  property  of  a  thing 
confronted  in  relations  of  extension  and  succession  by  another 
thing,  the  non-conscious  world.  The  relation  between  the 
soul  and  its  qualities  is  one  of  samavaya.  Sarhkara  raises 
the  question  of  the  relations  of  the  atman  to  the  qualities 
of  knowledge,  etc.,  and  contends  that  the  Vaisesika  cannot 
allow  the  two  equal  rank,  since  the  self  is  permanent  and  the 
qualities  impermanent.  If  it  allows  them  equal  rank,  then 
there  cannot  be  a  condition  of  atman  when  it  is  free  from 
the  qualities.  In  short,  atman  must  be  impermanent  as  much 
as  the  qualities.2  The  narrowness  of  mental  life  is  accounted 
for  by  the  assumption  of  the  atomic  manas,  but  it  is  difficult 
to  conceive  satisfactorily  the  relation  between  soul  and  manas. 
When  the  Vaisesika  distinguishes  the  soul  substance  from 
the  quality  of  consciousness,  it  is  adopting  a  mechanical 
view.  The  conception  of  experience  as  the  resultant  of  the 
interaction  of  something  outside  our  mind  with  it,  we  have 
already  seen,  makes  all  experience  unintelligible.  We  do  not 
know  what  the  innermost  essence  of  the  soul  is.  Its  different 
qualities  of  pleasure,  pain,  knowledge,  etc.,  arise  through  the 
interaction  of  unintelligent  selves  with  unintelligent  atoms. 
When  the  soul  is  freed,  the  qualities  disappear,  and  the 
released  soul,  rid  of  all  qualities,  is  a  unit  devoid  of  any 
internal  variety,  and  is  therefore  not  real  at  all.  The  object 
swallows  the  subject.  Man  is  a  creative  centre  co-operating 
in  the  making  of  the  world  which  he  knows.  Experience, 
which  is  the  problem  for  philosophy,  is  neither  nature  closed 
to  mind  nor  mind  isolated  from  nature.  Psychical  and 
physical  reality  are  everywhere  in  closest  alliance  The  basis 
of  all  is  consciousness  and  not  externality.  Physicists,  with 
their  atoms  and  forces,  and  psychologists,  with  their  souls 
and  faculties,  have  again  and  again  fallen  into  the  temptation 
of  hypostatising  abstractions.  There  is  a  good  deal  to  be 
said  for  the  theory  adopted  by  the  Advaita  Vedanta  and  the 
Sariikhya  that  everything  other  than  the  transcendental  self 
arises  in  the  course  of  cosmic  evolution. 

1  Athalye  :  Tarkasamgraha,  15. 

*  See  S.B.  on  Gainjapada’s  Kdrika,  iii.  5; 
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If  we  accept  the  doctrine  of  the  plurality  of  souls,  for 
which  we  did  not  find  any  metaphysical  justification  in  the 
examination  of  the  Nyaya  Philosophy,  we  now  have  souls  on 
the  one  side  and  space-time-matter  on  the  other.  The 
characteristic  feature  of  the  latter  is  movement  or  passage, 
and  so  it  is  called  in  the  Sainkhya  Philosophy  prakrti.  The 
Samkhya,  with  its  doctrine  of  purusas  or  souls  and  prakrti 
or  nature,  marks  an  advance  on  the  Nyaya- Vaisesika  con¬ 
ception. 

Closer  analysis  reveals  to  us  that  relations,  attributes  and 
qualities  are  all  subordinate  to  existents,  which  are  of  two 
different  kinds,  matter  and  non-matter  or  souls,  prakrti  and 
purusa ;  and  we  may  profit  by  the  suggestion  of  the  Rg-Veda, 
which  is  also  found  in  the  first  chapter  of  Genesis,  that  the 
brooding  spirit  of  order  elicits  out  of  an  original  chaos  a 
hierarchy  of  living  beings  and  the  natural  world.  Only  that 
can  be  called  a  substance  which  has  existence  as  a  whole. 
Nowhere  in  the  world  do  we  come  across  a  whole  confined 
to  a  here  and  a  now.  We  cannot  mark  off  the  limits  of  things 
from  one  another.  We  have  of  course  degrees  of  oneness  or 
individuality.  The  highest  kind  of  individuality  we  come 
across  is  that  of  the  finite  individual,  but  even  that  is  not 
self-contained.  The  true  substance  is  that  which  includes 
finite  minds  and  the  world  of  nature.  The  fundamental 
reality  of  the  world  is  the  Absolute  Spirit  expressed  in  the 
dissolving  view  of  the  universe,  forming  and  transforming 
itself  as  it  passes  along.  Experience  is  one  continuous 
“  passage  ”  or  interrelatedness.  Space  can  be  broken  into 
points,  time  into  instants,  and  matter  into  atoms ;  but  we 
have  seen  that  the  universe  cannot  be  regarded  as  space  and 
time  and  matter,  but  space-time-matter,  so  that  prakrti,  or 
that  which  changes,  forms  the  fundamental  stuff  of  the 
universe,  and  its  fractional  elements  are  to  be  looked  upon 
not  so  much  as  things  but  as  events. 

The  categories  of  the  Vaisesika  are  defective,  whatever 
standpoint  we  may  adopt.  If  we  take  them  as  distinctions 
which  have  a  meaning  on  the  plane  of  ordinary  life,  then  we 
may  point  to  certain  distinctions  in  common  use  which  do 
not  find  a  place  in  the  list  of  categories,  such  as  the  concep¬ 
tions  of  values  and  ends.  If  we  take  them  as  a  philosophical 
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interpretation  of  experience,  then  all  the  variety  and  change 
of  the  world  can  be  reduced  to  a  single  concept.  The  finite 
souls  and  the  world  of  nature  are  aspects  of  the  continuous 
advance  adapted  to  each  other.  The  Vaisesika  view  that 
the  soul  is  another  strand  of  the  real,  between  which  and 
matter  there  is  a  good  deal  of  difference,  is  sound. 

If  the  whole  nature  of  object-experience  may  be  assigned 
to  prakrti,  which  is  an  ever-advancing  growth  of  events, 
what  is  the  place  of  soul  in  this  scheme  ?  This  is  the  problem 
of  theory  of  knowledge,  and  we  have  already  seen  how  the 
Nyaya  theory  adopted  by  the  Vaisesika,  that  the  individual 
soul  has  a  passive  mind  into  which,  as  into  an  empty 
receptacle,  the  world  outside  conveys  ideas  of  its  nature,  is 
inadequate.  The  study  of  inanimate  objects  determines  the 
whole  philosophical  attitude  of  the  Vaisesika.  The  shadow 
of  materialism  darkens  the  background,  and  souls  are  regarded 
as  substances  of  the  same  nature  as  the  atoms,  unintelligent 
in  themselves. 

Atoms  and  souls,  space  and  time,  are  mere  sounds  and 
symbols  which  have  no  meaning  apart  from  experience. 
The  Vaisesika  makes  them  serve  as  dummies  on  which  it 
could  hang  its  theories.  These  are  merely  names  for  the 
different  aspects  of  our  experience.  As  we  have  seen  in  our 
criticism  of  the  Nyaya,  both  the  psychological  and  the  physical 
orders  are  rooted  in  a  universal  consciousness  which  is  not 
to  be  confused  with  the  psychological  consciousness.  It 
underlies  the  distinction  of  subject  and  object.  Until  this 
view  is  accepted,  the  Vaisesika  will  have  no  explanation  for 
the  genetic  order,  the  objective  reality  and  the  ever-changing 
character  of  cosmic  evolution  with  its  members  of  plants, 
animals  and  men.  To  indent  upon  adrsta  is  arbitrary,  and 
God  cannot  take  the  place  of  adrsta  until  he  is  transformed 
into  an  absolute  Consciousness.  If  the  unity  of  substance  is 
compatible  with  the  variety  of  its  states,  then  there  does 
not  seem  to  be  any  special  difficulty  in  the  way  of  our 
envisaging  the  whole  wealth  of  varied  existence  in  the  world 
as  the  qualitative  aspects  of  a  fundamental  Being.  The 
defect  of  the  Vaisesika  is  that  it  does  not  piece  together  its 
results  into  a  single  coherently  articulated  structure.  It  is 
not  a  philosophy  in  the  sense  implied  by  the  famous  saying 
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of  the  Republic  that  he  who  sees  things  together  is  the  true 
dialectician  or  the  philosopher.  A  catalogue  of  items  is  not  a 
systematic  philosophy.  The  many-sided  context  of  human 
life  is  ignored  by  the  Vaisesika,  and  its  physical  philosophy 
and  moral  and  religious  values  are  not  worked  into  a  unified 
interpretation.  An  atomistic  pluralism  is  not  the  final  answer 
to  the  intellectual  demand  for  a  rational  interpretation  of  the 
universe.  But  we  agree  with  the  Vaisesika  in  thinking  that 
the  refined  analysis  of  the  mere  logician  gives  no  more  than 
a  science  of  the  possible,  an  abstract  formalism  dissociated 
from  the  real  world.  Philosophy  may  criticise  but  cannot 
cut  itself  loose  from  common  sense.  Common  sense  may  not 
be  all,  but  it  is  certainly  the  first  condition  of  all  fruitful 
philosophy.  Only  the  method  of  philosophy  is  different 
from  that  of  common  sense.  It  tries  to  press  as  far  beyond 
and  above  the  facts  presented  to  the  senses  as  possible. 
Creative  logic,  which  is  the  instrument  of  philosophic  genius, 
seeks  to  ground  the  world  in  a  higher  principle.  The  same 
facts  noticed  by  the  Ny  ay  a- Vaisesika  thinkers  are  capable  of 
a  more  satisfactory  interpretation ;  and,  as  we  shall  see,  the 
Samkhya  and  the  Vedanta  arrive  at  more  satisfactory  philo¬ 
sophical  constructions  justifying  the  faith  in  “  one  God,  one 
law,  one  element/' 
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THE  SAMKHYA  SYSTEM 


Introduction — Antecedents — Literature — Causality — Prakrti — Gunas — 
Cosmic  evolution — Purusa — The  relation  between  Purusa  and  Prakrti — 
The  problem  of  knowledge — Jiva — Ethics — Release — God — Is  Samkhya 
atheistic  ? — General  estimate. 


I 

Introduction 

The  Samkhya  system  represents  a  notable  departure  in 
thought  from  what  may  be  called  the  formalistic  habit  of 
mind.  By  its  emphasis  on  the  principle  of  continuity,  it 
marks,  in  some  degree,  the  abandonment  of  the  tendency 
to  view  the  universe  as  tied  up  in  neat  parcels.  Its  rejection 
of  the  rigid  categories  of  the  Nyaya-Vaisesika  as  inadequate 
instruments  for  describing  the  complex  and  fluid  universe, 
makes  it  a  real  advance  on  the  theory  of  atomistic  pluralism. 
It  undermines  the  foundations  of  supernatural  religion  by 
substituting  evolution  for  creation  The  world  is  not  the  act 
of  a  creator  God,  who  summoned  up  by  a  single  fiat  of  his 
will  a  world  entirely  distinct  from  himself,  but  is  the  product 
of  the  interaction  between  the  infinite  number  of  spirits  and 
the  ever-active  prakrti,  or  the  potentiality  of  nature — what 
Plato  calls  “  the  receptacle  and  nurse  of  all  generation.”  1 
The  Samkhya  philosophy  assumes  the  reality  of  purusas 
and  prakrti  from  the  fact  of  knowledge  with  its  distinction 
between  the  subject  and  the  object.  No  explanation  of 
experience  is  possible  if  we  do  not  assume  the  reality  of  a 
knowing  self  and  an  object  known.  The  Samkhya  endeavours 
to  give  an  intelligible  account  of  all  experience,  why  we  have 

*  See  also  Enneads,  iii.  6.  13  ;  E.T.  by  McKenna,  vol.  ii,  p.  86. 
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it  and  how  we  acquire  it.  Richard  Garbe,  who  has  made  a 
special  study  of  this  school,  says  :  “In  Kapila’s  doctrine, 
for  the  first  time  in  the  histoty  of  the  world,  the  complete 
independence  and  freedom  of  the  human  mind,  its  full  con¬ 
fidence  in  its  own  powers,  were  exhibited.”  1  It  is  “  the 
most  significant  system  of  philosophy  that  India  has  pro¬ 
duced/’  2  Even  those  who  regard  this  estimate  as  exaggerated 
will  concede  that  the  Samkhya  is  a  notable  attempt  in  the 
realm  of  pure  philosophy. 

The  system  takes  its  name  from  the  fact  that  it  arrives  at  its  con¬ 
clusions  by  means  of  theoretical  investigation.  The  word  “  Samkhya  f5 
is  said  by  some  to  be  derived  from  samkhya,  or  number, 3  and  the  name 
is  justified  as  being  appropriate  to  a  system  which  gives  an  analytical 
enumeration  of  the  principles  of  the  cosmos.  But  this  tendency  to 
enumeration  is  common  to  all  Hindu  systems  of  thought.  In  the 
early  texts,  “  Samkhya  ”  is  used  in  the  sense  of  philosophical  reflection 
and  not  numerical  reckoning. 4  This  particular  system,  which  expounds 
by  careful  reflection  the  nature  of  purusa  or  spirit,  5  and  the  other 
entities,  acquired  its  significant  title.6 


II 

Antecedents 

In  the  history  of  thought  there  is  nothing  altogether  new.  No 
system  of  thought  issues  forth  in  all  its  fulness  from  the  head  of  any 
one  man.  There  must  have  existed  philosophical  ideas  and  doctrines 


*  Philosophy  of  Ancient  India,  p.  30.  See  also  Davies  :  S.K.,  p.  v. 

*  S.P.B.,  p.  xiv. 

3  Garbe  :  Philosophy  of  Ancient  India,  p.  44.  M.B.  associates  Samkhya 
with  parisamkhyana,  or  exhaustive  enumeration.  See  xii.  11393  ;  xii.  11409, 
1 1410.  Winternitz  says  :  “  It  seems  to  me  to  be  proved  that  Pythagoras 
was  influenced  by  the  Indian  Samkhya  ”  ( Calcutta  Review,  1924,  p.  21). 

4  See  I.P.,  p.  527.  Cp.  M.B.,  xii.  11934. 

Dosanam  ca  gunanam  ca  pramanam  pravibhagatah 
Kamcid  artham  abhipretya  sa  samkhyety  upadharyatam. 

The  weighing  of  the  defects  and  the  merits  severally,  as  one  attempts 
some  interpretation,  should  be  understood  as  samkhya.  Samkhya  has  not 
always  a  numerical  reference.  In  his  commentary  on  Visnusahasranama, 
£amkara  quotes  a  passage  where  Samkhya  means  knowledge  of  the  nature 
of  pure  spirit :  "  £uddhatmatattvavijhanam  samkhyam  ity  abhidhlyate.” 

See  Hall :  Sdmkhyasara,  p.  5. 

5  Cp.  Samyagvivekenatmakathanam. 

6  It  is  also  suggested  that  the  system  derived  its  name  from  its  first 
founder  Sankha,  though  there  is  little  evidence  for  this  surmise.  See  Hall : 
Sdmkhyasara,  p.  3. 
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affording  the  necessary  material  for  the  founder  to  work  upon.  In 
our  account  of  the  cosmology  of  the  Rg-Veda,1  we  referred  to  certain 
vague  anticipations  of  the  Samkhya  theory  of  purusa.  and  prakrti. 
When  we  pass  to  the  Upanisads,  we  find,  in  their  varied  teachings, 
the  leading  conceptions  of  the  Samkhya  philosophy.3  The  authors 
of  the  Upanisads  did  not  all  think  alike.  Some  of  them  threw  out 
suggestions  capable  of  being  worked  into  the  Samkhya  system,  though 
they  did  not  themselves  reach  it.  When  the  Samkhya  claims  to  be 
a  system  based  on  the  Upanisads,  there  is  some  justification  for  it, 
though  the  main  tendency  of  the  Upanisads  is  radically  opposed  to 
its  dualism.  The  realistic  tendencies  of  the  Upanisads  receive  emphasis 
in  the  Samkhya  conception  of  the  universe.  The  first  mention  of  the 
Samkhya  is  in  the  Svetakvatara  Upanisad ,3  though  the  elements  co¬ 
ordinated  into  the  system  are  to  be  met  with  in  the  earlier  Upanisads. 
Not  only  the  notions  of  rebirth  and  the  unsatisfactoriness  of  the  world, 
but  also  such  central  principles  as  that  knowledge  is  the  means  to 
release,  and  purusa  is  the  pure  subject,  are  taken  from  the  Upanisads. 4 
In  the*  Katha  Upanisad, i  the  unmanifested  (avyakta)  stands  at  the 
top  of  an  evolution  series  on  the  plane  of  matter,  from  which  the  great 
self  (mahan-atma),  intellect,  mind,  objects  and  senses  spring  in  succes¬ 
sion.  Self -sense  (ahamkara)  is  not  mentioned  and  the  supreme  spirit 
is  admitted.  Yet  this  is  the  earliest  account  of  cosmic  evolution 
which  seems  to  have  been  utilised  by  the  Samkhya  thinkers.  The 
first  product  of  prakrti  is  called  mahat,  the  great  one  ;  and  the  natural 
source  of  this  idea  is  the  Upanisad  conception  that  the  supreme  spirit 
reappears  as  the  first-born  of  creation,  after  producing  primitive 
matter.6  The  classification  of  the  psychical  functions  may  have  been 
suggested  by  the  account  of  the  Pyakna  Upanisad  regarding  the  states 
of  sleep,  dream,  etc.7  The  Svetakvataya  Upanisad  8  contains  a  more 
developed  account  of  the  Samkhya  principles  of  the  cosmos,  the  three 
gunas,  though  the  Samkhya  elements  are  subordinated  to  its  main 
doctrine  of  theism.  It  identifies  pradhana  and  maya  as  well  as 
Brahman  and  purusa.9  The  Maitrayani  Upanisad,  which  seems  to  be 
a  post-Buddhist  one,10  is  familiar  with  a  developed  Samkhya  and  refers 
to  tanmatras,11  the  three  gunas,13  and  the  distinction  of  spirit  and 


*  I.P.,  pp.  100-105.  3  See  I.P.,  pp.  259-260.  3  vi.  13. 

4  Brh.  Up.,  ii.  4.  14  ;  iii.  4.  2  ;  iv.  3.  15.  See  also  Munt}aka,  iii.  1.  1. 

5  iii.  io-ii.  See  also  vi.  7-1 1.  Cp.  Chan.,  vi.  8.  6. 

6  R.V.,  x.  12.  1.  Cp.  M.B.,  xii.  311.  3. 

7  iv.  Cp.  the  subtle  body  of  the  Samkhya  with  the  being  of  sixteen 

elements  of  this  Upanisad. 

8  I.P.,  510-515.  See  §vet.  Up.,  i.  4  ;  iv.  5. 

9  i.  10  ;  iv.  10  ;  iii.  12  ;  and  iv.  1. 

See  I.P.,  p.  142  n.  ;  Keith  :  Samkhya,  pp.  14-15.  The  Nvsimhatapanlya, 
Garbha,  Culikd  are  much  influenced  by  the  Samkhya  doctrines. 

11  iii.  2.  See  also  Chan.  Up.,  vi.  3. 

13  ii.  5  ;  v.  2.  Some  trace  the  conception  of  three  gunas  to  the  three 
colours  mentioned  in  the  Chandogya  Upanisad  and  repeated  in  the  Svetasvatara 
Upanisad. 
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nature.1  The  Upanisads  make  use  in  a  general  and  indeterminate 
way  of  these  terms,  which  later  systems  have  stamped  with  a  special 
significance. 

Jacobi’s  attempt  to  regard  the  Samkhya  as  the  development  of  an 
early  materialist  school  has  little  to  support  it.  By  its  insistence  on 
the  absolute  reality  and  independence  of  spirit,  the  Samkhya  set  itself 
against  all  materialist  views  of  mental  phenomena.  We  do  not  come 
across  any  stage  of  the  development  of  the  Samkhya  at  which  it  can 
be  identified  with  materialism. 

The  relation  of  the  Samkhya  to  early  Buddhism  has  given  rise  to 
much  speculation  as  to  mutual  borrowing.2 3 4  Though  the  Samkhya 
works,  which  have  come  down  to  us,  are  later  than  the  origin  of 
Buddhism,  and  may  have  been  influenced  by  Buddhist  theories,  the 
Samkhya  ideas  themselves  preceded  Buddha, 3  and  it  is  impossible  to 
regard  Buddhism  as  the  source  of  the  Samkhya.  Insistence  on  suffer¬ 
ing,  the  subordination  of  Vedic  sacrifices  and  denunciation  of  ascetic 
extravagances,  indifference  to  theism  and  the  belief  in  the  constant 
becoming  of  the  world  (parinaminityatva)  are  common  to  Buddhism 
and  the  Samkhya.  These  casual  coincidences  are  not  enough  to 
justify  the  theory  of  mutual  borrowing,  especially  in  view  of  the  marked 
divergences  between  the  two.  Buddhism  does  not  accept  any  of  the 
central  principles  of  the  Samkhya,  an  inactive  purusa,  an  ultimate 
prakrti  and  the  theory  of  the  gunas.  If  the  Buddhist  chain  of 
causation  resembles,  in  some  respects,  the  Samkhya  theory  of  evolu¬ 
tion,  it  is  because  both  of  them  have  for  their  common  source  the 
Upanisads.  Whether  the  Samkhya  at  the  time  of  Buddha  was 
atheistic  in  character  is  more  than  we  can  say. 

In  the  Mahabharata  evidently  we  find  a  definite  movement  of 
thought  identical  with  the  Samkhya. 4  Anugita  explains  the  distinc¬ 
tion  of  purusa  and  prakrti. 3  The  purusa  is  the  subject  of  knowledge, 


i  vi.  io.  Cp.  Keith  :  “  There  is,  in  detail,  in  the  Samkhya  little  that 
cannot  be  found  in  the  Upanisads  in  some  place  or  other  "  ( Samkhya ,  p.  6o). 

*  See  I.P.,  pp.  472-473. 

3  “  There  is  abundant  evidence,  both  in  Hindu  and  Buddhist  works, 

of  unquestionable  antiquity  and  authenticity  of  the  Samkhya  and  the  Yoga 
systems  having  been  current  before  the  time  of  Buddha  ”  (Rajendra  Lai 
Mitra :  Y.S.,  p.  xvi).  Buddhistic  legends  mention  Kapila  as  one  of  the 
predecessors  of  Buddha.  See  Garbe’s  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  p.  3.  Cp.  Brahmajala 
Sutra :  “  There  are  brethren,  some  recluses  and  Brahmins  who  are 

etemalists,  and  who  on  four  grounds  proclaim  that  both  the  soul  and  the 
world  are.  They  are  addicted  to  logic  and  reasoning,  and  give  utterance 
to  the  following  conclusions  of  their  own,  beaten  out  by  their  argumenta¬ 
tions  and  based  on  their  sophistry.  Eternal  is  the  soul ;  and  the  world, 
giving  birth  to  nothing  new,  is  steadfast  as  a  mountain  peak,  as  a  pillar 
firmly  fixed  ;  and  these  living  creatures,  though  they  pass  from  birth  to 
birth,  fall  from  one  state  of  existence  and  spring  up  in  another,  yet  they 
are  for  ever  and  ever." 

4  I.P.,  pp.  501-504.  5  xiv  50.  8  ff. 
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the  twenty-fifth  principle  set  over  against  the  other  twenty-four 
principles  of  nature  which  are  the  objects  of  knowledge.1  Final 
release  is  effected  by  a  recognition  of  the  fundamental  distinction 
between  spirit  and  nature.2  The  plurality  of  spirits  is  empirical. 
The  souls  are  many — so  long  as  they  are  in  union  with  nature  ;  but 
when  they  realise  their  distinction  from  it  they  return  to  the  twenty- 
sixth  principle  of  God. 3  The  Epic  philosophy  is  decidedly  theistic  in 
character  and  whatever  elements  of  the  Samkhya  are  present  in  it 
are  pressed  into  the  service  of  theism.  The  self  is  said  to  send  out 
from  itself  the  gunas  even  as  a  spider  emits  a  web. 4  Prakrti  works 
under  the  control  of  purusa. 5  It  is  said  to  be  a  product  of  purusa  into 
which  it  is  resolved  from  time  to  time.6  Mahat,  ahamhara  and  manas 
are  cosmic  functions  of  the  supreme  spirit.  Kapila,  the  founder  of  the 
system  according  to  the  tradition,  is  referred  to  as  a  great  sage  ol 
revered  memory.  It  is  clear  that  the  Samkhya  did  not  assume  its 
later  distinctive  shape  even  in  the  Epics,  which,  for  one  thing,  do  not 
mention  tanmatras.  Different  views  of  the  order  and  development 
of  the  principles  are  to  be  met  with.  The  nearest  approach  on  this 
point  to  the  classical  Samkhya  is  found  in  the  Anugita. 7  The  views 
of  Pancasikha,*  and  Asita  Devala9  are  mentioned.  Asuri  is  said  to  have 
taught  the  Samkhya  to  PancaSikha,  and  the  Samkhya  Karika  repeats 
this  suggestion  of  the  Epic.  Both  Asuri  and  PancaSikha  adhere  to  a 
theistic  Samkhya  and  believe  in  the  supremacy  of  Brahman.  The 
independence  of  the  individual  soul  is  only  relative.  There  are  impor¬ 
tant  differences  in  details  between  the  Samkhya  views  and  those  of 
PancaSikha.10 

Though  Manu  11  does  not  mention  the  Samkhya  by  name,  the 
account  of  creation  given  in  the  first  chapter,  the  acceptance  of  the 
three  sources  of  knowledge,12  the  detailed  description  of  the  three 

I  M.B.,  xii.  306.  39-40.  *  xii.  307.  20. 

3  xii.  350.  25-26;  xii.  351.  2-4.  4  xii.  285.  40. 

5  xii.  314.  12  ;  xii.  315.  8.  6  xii.  303.  31  ff. 

7  xiv.  40-42.  8  xii.  219  ;  xii.  321.  96-112.  9  xii.  274. 

10  Corresponding  to  mind,  which  he  regards  as  the  sixth  organ  of  per¬ 
ception,  Pancasikha  looks  upon  power  as  the  sixth  organ  of  action.  The 
account  of  xii.  219  differs  from  that  in  xii.  318.  96-112,  where  Pancasikha 
is  said  to  have  recognised  thirty  principles.  It  is  sometimes  said  that  this 
latter  view  is  an  early  form  of  the  Pancasikha  cult.  It  is  difficult  to  decide 
whether  the  PancaSikha  of  the  school  tradition  is  the  same  as  the  Pancasikha 
referred  to  in  the  Epic,  since  there  is  a  divergence  between  the  views 
attributed  to  him  in  the  M.B.  and  those  to  be  gathered  from  the  Samkhya 
and  the  Yoga  works.  Professor  Das  Gupta  gives  a  long  summary  of  a  more 
or  less  similar  view  from  Caraka’s  medical  treatise,  History  of  Indian  Philosophy , 
pp.  213  ff.,  but  there  is  no  mention  of  the  tanmatras,  and  purusa  and  prakrti 
are  both  regarded  as  avyakta ;  nor  is  the  purusa  regarded  as  passive  and 
passionless.  Release  is  said  to  be  the  attainment  of  the  state  of  Brahman. 
The  account  is  influenced  by  the  views  of  the  Vedanta,  the  Nyaya-Vaise§ika 
and  Buddhism  as  much  as  the  Samkhya. 

II  I.P.,  pp.  516-517. 
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gunas,1 * 3 4  show  the  strong  influence  of  the  Samkhya.  The  Puranas  a 
and  the  later  Vedanta  writings  use  Samkhya  theories,  though  they 
give  no  quarter  to  its  atheistic  metaphysics,  and  are  of  little  use  in 
deciding  the  question  of  the  antiquity  of  the  system. 

The  Samkhya  views,  as  we  meet  with  them  in  the  Upanisads,  the 
Mahdbharata,  including  the  Bhagav adgita  and  Manu,  lean  to  theism. 3 
Purusa  and  prakrti  were  not  independent  realities  but  only  the  modes 
of  God.  In  A6vaghosa's  Buddhacarita  we  have  an  account  of  a  meet¬ 
ing  between  Buddha  and  his  former  teacher  Arada,  who  holds  the 
Sarhkhya  views,  though  in  a  theistic  setting.  It  seems  to  be  very 
probable  that  the  earliest  form  of  the  Samkhya  was  a  sort  of  realistic 
theism,  approaching  the  Viffistadvaita  view  of  the  Upanisads.  While 
this  type  of  Samkhya  may  be  regarded  as  a  legitimate  development 
of  the  teaching  of  the  Upanisads,  the  dualistic  Sarhkhya,  which  insists 
on  the  plurality  of  purusas  and  the  independence  of  prakrti  and  drops 
all  account  of  the  Absolute,  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  in  line  with  the 
teaching  of  the  Upanisads.  The  question  is,  how  did  it  happen  that 
the  Sarhkhya  rejected  the  idea  of  the  Absolute  which  alone  could 
make  the  system  satisfactory  ?  The  Sarhkhya  did  not  become  a 
well  co-ordinated  system  until  after  the  rise  of  Buddhism.  When 
Buddhism  offered  a  challenge  to  realism,  the  Sarhkhya  accepted  the 
challenge  and  argued  on  strictly  rational  grounds  for  the  reality  of 
selves  and  objects.  When  it  developed  on  a  purely  rationalistic  soil, 
it  was  obliged  to  concede  that  there  was  no  proof  for  the  existence  of 
God. 


Ill 

Literature 

Tradition  unanimously  ascribes  the  authorship  of  the  system  to 
Kapila.4  Some  say  that  he  is  the  son  of  Brahma, 5  others  that  he  is 

1  xii.  24-25. 

*  See  Bhdgavata,  iii.  5  ;  Matsya,  iii ;  Agni,  xvii ;  Markandeya,  xlv. 

3  “  A  study  of  the  Epic  and  other  early  materials  has  convinced  me  that 

there  is  not  a  single  passage  in  which  disbelief  in  Brahman  or  God  is  attributed 
to  the  Samkhya  ”  (Franklin  Edgerton  :  American  Journal  of  Philology, 
xlv.  1.  p.  8).  M.B.,  xii.  11039,  is  usually  regarded  as  emphasising  the  vital 

distinction  between  the  Samkhya,  which  denies  God,  and  the  Yoga,  which 
does  not.  Edgerton  combats  this  opinion,  but  it  is  difficult  to  explain 
away  those  passages  of  the  M.B.  which  distinguish  the  Samkhya  of  twenty-six 
principles  from  that  of  twenty-five  principles.  The  latter  type  of  Samkhya 
is  indifferent  to  the  Absolute  or  God  (xii.  300).  It  is,  however,  true  that  the 
M.B.  does  not  support  the  latter  view. 

4  J->vet.  Up.,  v.  2.  Cp.  M.B.,  Moksadharma. 

Samkhyasya  vakta  kapilah  paramarsih  puratanah 
Hirariyagarbho  yogasya  vakta  nanyafl  puratanafl. 

I  M.B.,  xii.  340.  67  ;  Rdmayaya,  i.  40-41. 
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an  avatar  of  Visnu,1  still  others  identify  him  with  an  incarnation  of 
Agni.2  While  these  accounts  are  mythical,  it  may  be  accepted  that 
a  historical  individual  of  the  name  of  Kapila  was  responsible  for  the 
Samkhya  tendency  of  thought.  We  shall  not  be  wrong  if  we  place 
him  in  the  century  preceding  Buddha.  3  There  is  no  evidence  to  show 
that  the  Samkhyapravacana  Sutra  and  the  Tattvasamasa  generally 
attributed  to  Kapila  were  composed  by  him.  Hvarakrsna  in  his 
Karika  describes  himself  as  being  in  the  succession  of  disciples  from 
Kapila  through  Asuri  and  Pancasikha. 4  Asuri  probably  lived  before 
600  b.c.,  if  he  be  one  with  the  Asuri  of  the  Satapatha  Brahmana. 
Garbe  thinks  that  Pancasikha  may  be  assigned  to  the  first  century  a.d. 
From  the  few  fragmentary  passages  that  have  come  down  to  us, 
Pancasikha  held  the  theory  of  the  three  gunas.  He  regarded  the 
purusas  5  as  atomic  in  size,6  and  attributed  the  connection  of  purusa 
and  prakrti  to  want  of  discrimination  rather  than  to  works. 7 

The  Samkhya  Karika  of  ISvarakrsna  is  the  earliest  available 
as  well  as  the  most  popular  textbook  of  the  school.  From  its 
name  it  is  clear  that  it  is  not  the  first  work  of  the  system.  A 
Chinese  tradition  ascribes  to  Vindhyavasa  the  rewriting  of  a  work 
by  Varsagana.  If  Vindhyavasa  is  the  same  as  the  author  of  the 
Karika ,8  it  follows  that  the  Karika  was  based  on  an  earlier  work 
of  which  we  have  no  information.9  It  is  a  work  of  the  third 


*  Bhdgavata,  iii.  24.  36  ;  ii.  7.  3.  *  S.P.B.,  vi.  70. 

3  Weber  holds  that  the  Samkhya  is  the  oldest  of  the  existing  systems 
{History  of  Indian  Literature,  p.  235).  M.B.  mentions  the  Samkhya  and 
the  Yoga  as  very  ancient  systems,  sanatane  dve.  xii.  1371 1. 

4  S.K.,  70.  According  to  the  M.B.  (xii.  218.  14-15),  the  successors  of 
Kapila  are  Asuri,  Pancasikha,  Gargya  and  Uluka.  The  Chinese  tradition 
regards  one  PancasikhI  as  the  disciple  of  Kanada.  Evidently  he  is  different 
from  Pancasikha.  See  Ui :  V disesika  Philosophy,  pp.  7-8.  There  is  in  the 
M.B.  a  section  on  “  Janakapancasikhasamvada,”  and  some  of  his  opinions 
are  quoted  in  Y.B. 

5  S.P.B.,  i.  127.  6  Y.B.,  Tattvavaisaradi,  i.  36.  7  S.P.B.,  vi.  68. 

8  Takakusu  thinks  that  Vindhyavasin  was  a  title  of  ISvarakr§na 
(J.R.A.S.,  1905).  Gunaratna  regards  them  as  different  ( Tarkarahasya - 
dlpika,  pp.  102,  104). 

9  The  Bhdgavata  tells  us  that  only  a  portion  of  the  Samkhya  works  has 
come  down  to  us,  while  a  large  part  is  said  to  be  lost  by  time  (kalavipluta). 
i.  3.  10.  Vijnanabhiksu  holds  that  many  works  have  been  devoured  by 
time  (kalarkabhaksitam)  (S.P.B.,  Introduction).  The  last  verse  of  the 
Samkhya  Karika  reads  :  “  The  subjects  treated  in  the  seventy  verses  are 
those  of  the  entire  Sastitantra,  exclusive  of  the  illustrative  tales,  and  omitting 
also  controversial  questions.”  It  is  admitted  that  the  verse  is  an  inter¬ 
polation,  since  Gaudapada,  the  earliest  commentator  of  the  Karika,  does 
not  mention  it.  Gunaratna  refers  to  S asfitaniroddhara.  It  is  said  that 
Asuri  popularised  it,  and  Pancasikha  made  it  atheistic  and  attributed  it  to 
Kapila.  It  is,  however,  difficult  to  be  definite  about  all  this.  Vacaspati 
and  Narayana  are  of  opinion  that  Sastitantra  refers  not  to  a  work  but  only 
to  a  scheme  of  sixty  topics.  The  same  explanation  may  perhaps  be  true 
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century  a.d.1  Gaudapada  wrote  a  commentary  on  the  Karika. 
Whether  this  commentator  is  the  same  as  the  author  of  the  Karika 
on  the  Mdndukyopanisad  cannot  be  decided,  in  view  of  the  diversity 
of  thought  between  the  two  works.  As  he  is  earlier  than  Vacaspati, 
he  may  be  assigned  to  the  eighth  century  a.d.3  Vacaspati ’s 
Samkhyatattvakaumudi  (ninth  century  a.d.)  is  a  popular  work. 
Narayana’s  Samkhyacandrikd  is  a  treatise  on  the  Karika. 

The  5 arhkhyaprav acana  Sutra ,  attributed  to  Kapila,3  has  six  chapters, 
of  which  the  first  three  are  devoted  to  an  exposition  of  the  Samkhya 
principles,  the  fourth  gives  some  illustrative  stories,  the  fifth  refutes 
rival  views,  and  the  sixth  winds  up  with  a  recapitulation.  The  work  is 
assigned  to  the  fourteenth  century  a.d.,  chiefly  on  the  ground  that 
Madhava’s  Sarvadarkanasamgraha  does  not  refer  to  it,  but  bases  its 
account  of  the  Samkhya  on  the  Karika .4  While  the  Kdrikd  develops 


ol  the  Sastitantra  mentioned  in  the  Jaina  Anuyogadvara  Sutra.  According 
to  the  Ahirbudhnyasamhitd  (xii),  the  Samkhya  is  a  theistic  system  of  sixty 
divisions  of  two  parts  of  thirty-two  (prakrti)  and  twenty-eight  (vikrti) 
sections.  Vacaspati  quotes  a  passage  from  Rajavdrttika  in  his  Tattvakau- 
mudl  (72)  to  the  effect  that  Sastitantra  is  so  called  since  it  dealt  with  the 
sixty  topics  of  prakrti,  its  oneness,  its  difference  from  purusas,  etc.  A 
Chinese  tradition  ascribes  the  authorship  of  Sastitantra  to  Panca£ikha, 
while  Varsaganya  sometimes  gets  the  credit  for  it.  See  Bhamatl,  ii.  1  3. 

1  The  Buddhist  monk  Paramartha  (sixth  century  a.d.)  translated  it 
into  Chinese  and  also  wrote  a  commentary  on  it.  The  Chinese  tradition 
places  Vindhyavasa  before  Vasubandhu,  who  quotes  the  second  verse  from 
the  Karika.  See  Ui :  Vaisesika  Philosophy .  Whether  Vindhyavasa  be 
the  author  of  the  Karika,  as  Keith  suggests  ( Samkhya ,  p.  79  ;  I.L.A., 

p.  248;  Karmamimdmsa,  p.  59),  or  a  commentator  on  it,  as  Belvalkar 
holds  ( Bhanddrkar  Commemoration  Volume,  pp.  175-178),  Isvarakrsna  is 
earlier  than  Vasubandhu,  who  is  now  assigned  to  the  fourth  century  a.d. 
Svapne£vara  identifies  Isvarakrsna  with  Kalidasa.  “  ISvarakrsnanamna 
kalidasena  krtah  karikah.”  See  Hall’s  Samkhyasara,  p.  29.  Isvarakr?na 
seems  to  have  been  definitely  atheistic  Though  the  Karika  is  said  to  con¬ 
tain  seventy  verses,  only  sixty-nine  have  come  down  to  us.  B.  G.  Tilak  tried 
to  reconstruct  from  Gau^apada’s  commentary  on  S.K.,  61,  the  missing 
verse  thus  : — 

Karanam  iSvaram  eke  bruvate  kalam  pare  svabhavam  v&, 

Prajah  katham  nirgupato  vyaktafi  kalasvabhavas  ca. 

Gaudapada’s  commentary  seems  to  have  in  view  such  a  verse,  and  later  it 
was  perhaps  suppressed,  since  it  was  inconveniently  atheistic. 

3  Matharavrtti  is  a  work  of  the  Samkhya  philosophy,  of  which  Gauda- 
pada's  Bhasya  is  reported  to  be  an  abridgment.  But,  as  a  rule,  vrttis  come 
later  than  the  bhasyas,  and  the  fact  that  the  Matharavrtti  comments  on 
the  last  three  verses  of  the  S.K.  makes  for  its  later  date.  See  Bhanddrkar 
Commemoration  Volume. 

3  SvapneSvara,  in  his  Kaumudlprabhd,  assigns  the  S.P.S.  to  Pancasikha. 
and  traces  its  attribution  to  Kapila  to  the  fact  that  the  latter  initiated  the 
tradition.  See  Hall’s  Samkhyasara,  p.  8. 

4  Gunaratna  (fourteenth  century  a.d.)  does  not  refer  to  this  work. 
Besides,  the  Bhasya  on  it  appeared  in  the  sixteenth  century,  and  if  the 
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a  strict  dualism,  the  Sutra  shows  a  more  conciliatory  attitude  towards 
theistic  monism.1  Aniruddha's  Sarhkhyasutravrtti  belongs  to  the 
fifteenth  century,  while  Mahadeva’s  Samkhyasutravrttisara  is  said  to 
have  been  written  about  a.d.  1600.  Nage£a’s  Laghusdrhkhyasutravrtti  is 
not  of  much  value.  The  most  important  work  on  the  Sdrhkhyapra- 
vacana  Sutra  is  Vijnanabhiksu’s  Sdrhkhyapravacanabhasya  (sixteenth 
century) .  This  author  endeavours  to  minimise  the  distinction  between 
the  Samkhya  and  the  theistic  Vedanta,  which  he  regards  as  the  genuine 
Vedanta,  while  the  Advaita  Vedanta  is  its  modem  falsification.  Vijna- 
nabliiksu  wrote  also  Sdrhkhyas,ara ,  Yogavarttika,  Yogasarasarhgraha 
as  well  as  a  commentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra  called  Vijnanamrta. 


IV 

Causality 

We  may  now  consider  the  arguments  by  which  the  Samkhya 
system  arrives  at  its  dualism  of  prakrti  and  purusa.  The 
Samkhya  argues  to  the  existence  of  prakrti,  through  the 
application  of  the  principle  of  causality. 

The  theory  that  the  effect  really  exists  beforehand  in  its 
cause  is  one  of  the  central  features  of  the  Samkhya  system. 
The  Samkhya  defines  cause  as  the  entity  in  which  the  effect 
subsists  in  a  latent  form,  and  gives  the  following  grounds  in 
support  of  it  2 :  (1)  The  non-existent  cannot  be  the  object 
of  any  activity.  The  sky-flower  cannot  be  produced.  What 
is  non-existent  can  never  be  made  existent.  Blue  cannot 

Sutra  was  of  an  earlier  date,  it  is  difficult  to  know  why  no  bhasya  was  com¬ 
posed  earlier.  It  refers  to  all  other  systems.  Vacaspati  is  not  aware  of  it. 
Alberuni,  who  wrote  his  account  in  the  first  half  of  the  eleventh  century, 
is  familiar  with  the  works  of  Isvarakjrsna  and  Gaudapada,  but  does  not 
seem  to  know  of  the  Sutra. 

1  Cp.  Garbe  :  “  In  particular,  the  author  of  the  Sutras  is  at  great  pains 
to  furnish  proof  of  the  utterly  impossible  thesis  that  the  teachings  of  the 
Samkhya  system  are  not  in  irreconcilable  contradiction  with  the  doctrine 
of  a  personal  God,  with  the  doctrine  of  the  all-embracing  unity  of  Brahman, 
with  the  doctrine  of  the  nature  of  Brahman  as  bliss  (ananda),  and  with  the 
doctrine  of  the  attainment  of  the  highest  aim  in  the  heavenly  world  "  (see 
i-  9 5>  x54  1  v-  64,  68,  no;  vi.  51,  58,  59).  Indeed,  the  Samkhya  Sutra 
shows  easily  recognisable  results  of  Vedantic  influence  in  many  places  ;  most 
plainly  perhaps  at  iv.  3,  which  is  a  word  for  word  repetition  of  the  Vedanta 
Sutra,  iv.  1.  11,  and  at  v.  116,  where  the  Vedanta  technical  term  brahmarupatd 
is  used  instead  of  the  proper  Samkhya  expression  ”  (Garbe's  ed.  of  S.B.P., 
p.  xi). 

»  S.K.,  9. 
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be  made  into  yellow  even  by  a  thousand  artists.1  (2)  The 
product  is  not  different  from  the  material  of  which  it  is  com¬ 
posed.  (3)  It  exists  before  it  comes  into  being  in  the  shape 
of  the  material.  i  If  this  is  not  admitted,  then  anything  can 
come  out  of  anything.  (4)  Causal  efficiency  belongs  to  that 
which  has  the  necessary  potency.  (5)  The  effect  is  of  the 
same  nature  as  the  cause.  The  cloth  is  not  different  from 
the  threads  in  its  essence.  The  causal  relation  cannot  subsist 
between  objects  essentially  different  from  one  another.2 3 4 * 
Development  is  the  coming  to  light  of  what  is  latent  and 
hidden,  or,  as  Aristotle  would  say,  it  is  the  transition  from 
potential  being  to  actual  being,  or,  in  Hegel’s  words,  it  is  the 
passage  from  the  implicit  to  the  explicit.  This  view  has  also 
the  support  of  scripture. 3  According  to  this  doctrine  of 
satkaryavada,  the  cause  and  the  effect  are  the  undeveloped 
and  the  developed  states  of  one  and  the  same  substance. 
All  production  is  development  (udbhava),  and  all  destruction 
is  envelopment  (anudbhava)  or  disappearance  into  the  cause.  4 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  utter  annihilation.  The  past  and 
the  future  states  are  not  destroyed,  since  they  are  perceived 
by  the  Yogis. 5  The  Samkhya  adopts  the  theory  of  evolution 
(avirbhava)  and  involution  (tirobhava). 

Cause  and  effect  are  different  states,  and  so  are  distinc\ 
from  each  other,6  though  this  distinction  is  based  on  our 
practical  interests.  While  a  jar  can  hold  water,  clay  cannot. 
While  the  material  cause  and  the  effect  are  fundamentally 
one,  they  are  practically  different,  since  they  serve  different 
purposes.  Identity  is  fundamental,  while  difference  is  only 
practical.  The  Samkhya  distinguishes  two  kinds  of  causes, 
efficient  and  material.  While  the  material  cause  enters  into 
the  effect,  the  efficient  cause  exerts  influence  from  outside. 
Though  the  effect  is  contained  in  the  cause,  something  else 
is  necessary  to  liberate  it  from  the  causal  state.  We  have 
to  press  the  seeds  to  get  the  oil,  beat  the  paddy  to  get  the 
grain.  When  this  concomitant  activity  (sahakarisakti)  is 

1  Nahi  nilaih  silpisahasrenapi  pitarii  kartum  sakyate  ( Tattvakaumudl ,  p.  9). 

*  See  Tattvakaumudl,  p.  9. 

3  Chan.,  vi.  2.  2.  See  also  B.G.,  ii.  16. 

4  S.P.S.,  i.  120-1.  I  S.P.B.,  i.  121. 

6  Karai^akaryavibhagat  (S.K.,  15). 
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wanting,  the  effect  does  not  arise.1  Though  the  effect  is 
potentially  contained  in  the  cause,  this  potentiality  is  not 
actualised  all  at  once.  The  removal  of  the  barriers  is  the 
concomitant  cause  required  to  actualise  the  potentiality. 
These  concomitant  conditions  are,  according  to  Vyasa,  place 
(de£a),  time  (kala),  and  form  and  constitution  of  a  thing 
(akara).2 3 4  From  a  piece  of  stone  a  plant  cannot  spring. 3 
Two  kinds  of  effects  are  distinguished.  When  cream  is  pro¬ 
duced  from  milk,  we  have  a  case  of  simple  manifestation. 
When  a  jewel  is  made  of  gold,  we  have  an  instance  of  repro¬ 
duction.  When  the  quality  of  a  thing  changes,  we  have  a 
case  of  dharmaparinama  ;  when  the  potential  becomes  actual 
and  the  change  is  only  external,  we  have  a  case  of  laksana- 
parinama.  The  change  of  state  due  to  mere  lapse  of  time  is 
avasthaparinama.4  Change  is  taking  place  everywhere  and 
at  every  moment.  We  cannot  twice  step  into  the  same 
stream,  since  the  waters  do  not  remain  identical  for  two 
moments  together.  It  is  also  true  that  the  same  individual 
does  not  twice  step  into  the  same  river,  for  he  has  meanwhile 
changed  even  as  the  river  has  done.  All  things  and  states, 
outward  and  inward,  are  subject  to  this  law  of  change. 5  From 
out  of  this  changing  process  the  mind  of  man  constructs  the 
rule  of  causality,6  by  means  of  the  relation  of  antecedents 
and  consequents. 

1  Vydsa  illustrates  the  working  of  these  concomitant  causes  thus  :  “  As 
the  owner  of  many  fields  can  irrigate  from  a  field  which  is  already  flooded, 
others  of  the  same  or  a  lower  level  without  forcing  the  waters  thereto  with 
his  hand,  and  merely  by  making  an  opening  in  the  barrier  or  dyke,  on  which 
the  waters  rush  in  by  their  own  force  ;  or,  further,  as  the  same  person 
cannot  force  these  waters,  or  the  earthly  matters  held  in  solution  therein, 
into  the  roots  of  the  rice  plants,  but  only  removes  the  obstructive  grasses 
and  weeds,  on  which  the  fluids  of  their  own  power  enter  the  roots  ;  such  is 
the  action  of  an  effectuating  condition  (nimitta)  added  to  a  sum  of’material 
causes  or  conditions."  (Y.B.,  iv.  3.) 

*  Y.B.,  iii.  14. 

3  But  according  to  the  Samkhya  philosophy,  any  cause  can  produce  any 
effect  (since  all  things  are  modifications  of  prakrti)  if  only  the  obstructing 
barriers  of  that  particular  effect  are  removed.  Vijnanabhiksu  admits  that 
if  by  the  will  of  God  the  arrangement  of  particles  in  the  stone  serving  as  a 
barrier  to  the  potential  tendencies  to  develop  into  the  shoot  of  a  plant  is 
removed,  then  a  plant  may  spring  from  a  stone. 

4  Y.B.,  iii.  13.  s  S.P.S.,  i.  121 


5  Buddhinirmana. 
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V 

Prakrti 

The  Samkhya  attempts  an  explanation  of  nature  as  an 
immense  complexity  of  elements  which  is  ever  changing. 
The  hierarchy  of  forms  from  physical  matter,  which  is  itself 
a  product  of  submaterial  elements,  is  represented  as  an 
unfolding  of  the  resources  of  nature.  If  all  effects  are  latent 
in  their  causes,  and  if  infinite  regress  is  to  be  avoided,  there 
must  be  an  uncaused  cause.  From  the  principle  of  causality 
it  is  deduced  that  the  ultimate  basis  of  the  empirical  universe 
is  the  unmanifested  (avyaktam)  prakrti.  The  Samkhya 
Karika  argues  for  the  existence  of  prakrti  on  the  following 
grounds  1  :  (i)  Individual  things  are  limited  in  magnitude. 

Whatever  is  limited  is  dependent  on  something  external  to 
itself.  The  finite  as  finite,  therefore,  cannot  be  the  source  of 
the  universe.  (2)  All  individual  things  possess  certain  per¬ 
vasive  characteristics,  thus  implying  a  common  source  from 
which  they  all  issue.  The  Samkhya  does  not  believe  that 
the  different  elements  are  completely  distinct  from  one 
another.  (3)  There  is  an  active  principle  manifesting  itself 
in  the  development  of  things.  Evolution  implies  a  principle 
which  cannot  be  equated  with  any  one  of  its  stages.  It  is 
something  larger  than  its  products,  though  immanent  in  them. 

(4)  The  effect  differs  from  the  cause,  and  we  cannot,  therefore, 
say  that  the  finite  and  conditioned  world  is  its  own  cause. 

(5)  There  is  the  obvious  unity  of  the  universe,  suggesting  a 
single  cause.  The  Samkhya  assumes  the  continuity  of  the 
world  from  the  lowest  to  the  highest.  The  products  evolve 
and  dissolve  in  a  definite  order.  The  world  is  said  to  be  the 
parinama,  or  transformation,  of  prakrti,  which  is  its  cause 
Everything  is  the  effect  of  a  producing  cause  ;  for  from  nothing 
nothing  comes.  If  less  should  be  contained  in  the  cause  than 
in  the  effect,  then  this  excess  would  have  to  be  produced  by 
nothing.  It  follows  that  the  cause  must  contain  more  reality 
than,  or  at  least  as  much  reality  as,  the  effect.  The  natural 
light  of  reason,  to  use  Descartes’s  words,  tells  us  that  the 

1  15  and  16. 

1*} 
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ultimate  cause  must  contain  eminently  all  the  reality,  meaning 
and  value  of  the  effect.  Nothing  can  be  evolved  which  is 
not  in  kind  originally  involved.1  While  every  effect  is  caused, 
prakrti  has  no  cause,2  but  is  the  cause  of  all  effects,  from 
which  it  is  inferred.3  It  is  called  pradhana,  since  all  effects 
are  founded  on  it, 4  Brahma,  or  that  which  grows, 5  maya, 
or  that  which  measures  or  limits.  It  is  the  primary  form  of 
being  from  which  different  orders  of  existences  issue.  The 
Samkhya  recognises  the  impossibility  of  deducing  purusa  or 
the  self,  from  prakrti  or  the  not-self. 

The  products  are  caused,  while  prakrti  is  uncaused  ;  the 
products  are  dependent,  while  prakrti  is  independent  ;  the 
products  are  many  in  number,  limited  in  space  and  time, 
while  prakrti  is  one,  all-pervading  and  eternal.6  The  products 
are  the  signs  from  which  we  infer  the  source.  Prakrti  can 
never  perish,  and  so  it  could  never  have  been  created.  An 
intelligent  principle  cannot  be  the  material  out  of  which 
the  inanimate  world  is  formed,  for  spirit  cannot  be  transformed 
into  matter.  Besides,  agency  belongs  not  to  the  purusa  or 
the  soul,  but  to  the  ahamkara  or  self-sense,  which  is  itself 
a  product.  7 

The  difficulty  that  prakrti  is  not  perceived  is  not  of  much 
moment.  There  are  ever  so  many  things  which  are  accepted 
as  real,  though  they  are  not  open  to  perception.  Perception 
cannot  succeed  with  regard  to  objects  too  near  or  too  remote. 
Defects  of  senses  or  manas,  obstruction  of  another  object,  or 
presence  of  more  attractive  stimuli,  render  perception  useless. 
The  fineness  of  prakrti  renders  it  imperceptible.8  Vyasa 
describes  prakrti  as  “  that  which  never  is  nor  is  not,  that 
which  exists  and  does  not  exist,  that  in  which  there  is  no 
non-existence,  the  unmanifested,  without  any  specific  mark, 

1  Cp.  with  this  Descartes’s  distinction  of  eminent  and  formal  causes. 

*  S.P.S.,  i.  67.  3  S.P.S.,  i.  no,  136. 

4  Pradhiyate  (S.P.B.,  i.  125).  Lokacarya  writes  that  it  is  called  prakrti, 
since  it  is  the  source  of  all  change,  avidya,  since  it  is  opposed  to  all  know¬ 
ledge,  maya,  since  it  is  the  cause  of  the  varied  creation.  Prakrtir  ity 
ucyate  vikarotpadakatvat,  avidya  jnanavirodhitvat,  maya  vicitrasrstikaratvat 
( Tattvatraya ,  p.  48).  Plato  had  a  similar  idea  of  a  universal  in/isible  source 
of  all  material  forms.  See  Tim&us,  p.  24. 

5  B.G.,  xiv.  3. 

6  S.K.,  10  ;  S.P.S.,  i.  124.  See  also  Y.B.,  iv.  12  ;  S.P.B.,  i.  76. 

7  S.P.S.,  vi.  54.  8  s.K.,  8. 


THE  SAMKHYA  SYSTEM 


261 


the  central  background  of  all.”  1  If  what  serves  the  ends  of 
self  is  the  existent,  then  prakrti  is  non-existent,  though  it  is 
not  non-existent  as  a  square  circle.  Again,  nothing  that 
exists  can  be  destroyed,  and  the  products  exist  in  prakrti, 
though  in  an  unmanifested  state.  In  it  all  determinate 
existence  is  implicit.  The  different  gunas  do  not  annul 
themselves,  but  are  in  a  state  of  equipoise,  which  is  not 
inactivity  but  a  kind  of  tension.  Prakrti  is  not  so  much 
being  as  force.  As  the  equilibrium  of  the  three  gunas,2  it  is 
the  ground  of  all  modifications,  physical  and  psychical.  It 
is  pure  potentiality. 3  We  do  not  know  the  real  nature  of 
prakrti  or  the  gunas,  since  our  knowledge  is  confined  to 
phenomena. 4  It  is  devoid  of  sound  and  touch,  5  practically 
the  limit  beyond  which  we  cannot  go.  It  is  empirically  an 
abstraction,  a  mere  name.6  But  it  must  be  assumed  to  exist 
as  the  prius  of  all  creation.  7 

The  Samkhya  description  of  the  world  in  terms  of  one 
homogeneous  substance,  of  which  all  things  are  but  different 
configurations  resulting  from  the  different  combinations  of 
its  ultimate  constituents,  has  some  resemblance  to  the 
materialist  theory.  Both  the  Samkhya  and  materialism 
attempt  to  attain  a  more  rational  conception  of  the  universe 
than  the  somewhat  chaotic  view  which  surface  appearances 
leave  on  our  minds.  Both  of  them  assert  the  ultimate  reality 
of  a  primary  substance  which  they  regard  as  eternal,  inde¬ 
structible  and  ubiquitous.  The  multiplicity  of  heterogeneous 
things  which  we  come  across  in  our  ordinary  experience  is 
traced  to  this  single  substance.  But  the  prakrti  of  the 
Samkhya  cannot  be  compared  with  matter  pure  and  simple. 
The  Samkhya  thinkers  are  aware  of  the  incapacity  of  prakrti 

1  Nihsattasattam  nihsadasan  nirasad  avyaktam  alirigam  pradhanam 
(Y.B  ,  ii.  19  ;  S.P.B.,  i.  6i). 

*  Samyavastha  (S.P.B.,  i.  6i).  3  Cp.  R.V.,  x.  92. 

4  Vyasa  quotes  a  verse  from  the  Sastitantra  to  the  effect: 

Gunanam  paramam  ruparii  na  drsfipatham  rcchati 
Yat  tu  drstipathaiii  praptam  tan  mayeva  sutucchakam.  (Y.B.,  iv.  13.) 
Vacaspati,  commenting  on  it.  observes  that  prakrti  is  not  maya,  but  is  like 
maya,  mayeva  na  tu  maya. 

5  S.P.B.,  i.  128;  Vtsnu  Purana,  i.  2.  20-21. 

6  Samjnamatram  (S.P.B.,  i.  68). 

7  Pra  =  before,  krti  =  creation,  or  pra  =  forth,  kj*  =  to  make 
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to  produce  purusa  as  well  as  the  incapacity  of  purusa  to 
produce  prakrti.  They  admit,  while  the  materialists  do  not, 
that  the  evolution  of  prakrti  is  purposive,  “  an  arch  where 
through  gleams  the  untravelled  world.”  The  prakrti  of  the 
Sarhkhya  is  not  a  material  substance,  nor  is  it  a  conscious 
entity,  since  purusa  is  carefully  distinguished  from  it.  It 
gives  rise  not  only  to  the  five  elements  of  the  material  universe, 
but  also  to  the  psychical.  It  is  the  basis  of  all  objective 
existence.  The  Samkhya  arrives  at  the  conception,  not  from 
the  side  of  science,  but  from  that  of  metaphysics.  The  real 
in  its  fulness  is  distinguished  into  the  unchanging  subject, 
and  the  changing  object  and  prakrti  is  the  basis  of  the  latter, 
the  world  of  becoming.  It  is  the  symbol  of  the  never-resting, 
active  world  stress.  It  goes  on  acting  unconsciously,  without 
regard  to  any  thought-out  plan,  working  for  ends  which  it 
does  not  understand. 


VI 

The  Gunas 

The  development  of  prakrti  arises  by  means  of  its  three 
constituent  powers,  or  gunas,1  which  are  postulated  in  view 
of  the  character  of  the  effects  of  prakrti.  Prakrti  is  a  string 
of  three  strands.  Buddhi,  which  is  an  effect,  has  the  pro¬ 
perties  of  pleasure,  pain  and  bewilderment,  and  so  its  cause, 
prakrti,  must  have  answering  properties.  The  gunas  are  not 
perceived,  but  are  inferred  from  their  effects.  The  first  of 
these  is  called  sattva.  It  is  potential  consciousness,  and 
therefore  tends  to  conscious  manifestation  and  causes  pleasure 
to  the  individual.  Etymologically,  the  word  sattva  is  derived 
from  “  sat,”  or  that  which  is  real  or  existent.  Since  con¬ 
sciousness  (caitanya)  is  generally  granted  such  existence, 
sattva  is  said  to  be  potential  consciousness.  In  a  secondary 
sense,  “  sat  ”  also  means  perfection,  and  so  the  sattva  element 
is  what  produces  goodness  and  happiness.  It  is  said  to  be 
buoyant  or  light.2  The  second,  rajas,  is  the  source  of  all 
activity  and  produces  pain.  Rajas  leads  to  a  life  of  feverish 


1  S.K.,  16. 


*  SukhaprakaSalaghava.  (Tattvakaumudi,  13.) 
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enjoyment  and  restless  effort.1  The  third  is  tamas,  that 
which  resists  activity  and  produces  the  state  of  apathy  or 
indifference.  It  leads  to  ignorance  and  sloth.  The  respective 
functions  of  sattva,  rajas  and  tamas  are  manifestations 
(prakasa),  activity  (pravrtti),  and  restraint  (niyamana),2 3 
producing  pleasure,  pain  and  sloth.  The  three  gunas  are 
never  separate.  They  support  one  another  and  intermingle 
with  one  another.  They  are  closely  related  as  the  flame, 
the  oil  and  the  wick  of  a  lamp.  3  They  constitute  the  very 
substance  of  prakrti.  All  things  are  composed  of  the  three 
gunas, 4  and  the  differences  of  the  world  are  traced  to  the 
predominance  of  the  different  gunas.  The  origin  of  this 
conception  is  undoubtedly  psychological,  since  the  kinds  of 
feeling  tone  are  made  the  basis  of  the  distinction,  but  even 
so  early  as  the  period  of  the  Samkhya  Karika  the  gunas 
signified  factors  or  constituents  of  prakrti.  5  They  are  called 
gunas  (or  qualities),  since  prakrti  alone  is  substantive,  and 
these  are  merely  elements  in  it.  They  may  be  regarded  as 
representing  the  different  stages  of  the  evolution  of  any 
particular  product.  The  sattva  signifies  the  essence  or  the 
form  which  is  to  be  realised,  the  tamas  the  obstacles  to  its 
realisation,  and  the  rajas  represents  the  force  by  which  the 
obstacles  are  overcome  and  the  essential  form  is  manifested. 
A  thing  is  always  produced,  never  created,  according  to  the 
Samkhya  theory  of  satkaryavada.  Production  is  manifest¬ 
ation  and  destruction  is  non-manifestation.  These  two  depend 
on  the  absence  and  presence  of  counteracting  forces.  A 
thing  is  manifested  when  the  impediments  are  removed.  It 


1  Duhkhopastambhakatva,  pravartakatva,  while  tamas  is  characterised 
by  mohagurutvavaranaih  ( Tattvakaumudl ,  13}. 

*  Prakaiakriyasthitiillam  .  .  .  (Y.S.,ii.  18). 

3  S.K.,  13.  ♦  Trigupatmaka. 

5  Cp.  £vet.  Up.,  iv.  5.  “  Ajam  ekam  lohitasuklakrsncim  .  .  .”  £amkara 

sees  in  it  a  reference  to  the  three  colours  mentioned  in  the  Chandogya  Upanisad 
(vi.  4).  £amkara  makes  an  adherent  of  the  Samkhya  school  interpret  it  thus: 
"  In  this  verse,  by  the  words  '  red,  white  and  black  ’  are  to  be  understood 
rajas,  sattvam  and  tamas.  The  red  is  rajas  (emotion),  because  it  naturally 
makes  red,  produces  unrest,  ranjayati;  the  white  is  sattvam  (essentially 
good),  because  it  naturally  makes  bright;  the  black  is  tamas  (darkness), 
since  it  naturally  darkens.  As  the  three  gunas  belong  to  the  primal  prakrti, 
they  are  called  aja,  unborn.”  (S.B.,  i.  4.  9.)  The  gunas  are  so  called  because 
they  bind  the  spirit  (guna  =  rope)  (S.P.B.,  i.  61). 
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is  sattva  or  the  form  of  a  thing  that  is  manifested  ;  it  is 
rajas  that  brings  about  the  manifestation  ;  tamas  is  the 
resistance  to  be  overcome,  the  obstacle  to  the  manifestation 
of  sattva.1  While  sattva  and  tamas  answer  to  the  affirmative 
being  and  negative  non-being,  rajas  refers  to  the  struggle 
between  the  two.  Everything  has  its  ideal  essence,  which  it 
strives  after,  and  actual  setting,  which  it  tries  to  get  rid  of. 
The  latter  is  its  tamasa  state,  the  former  its  sattva  state, 
while  the  process  of  striving  represents  the  rajasa  condition. 
Sattva,  finally,  is  that  by  which  a  thing  manifests  itself  to 
consciousness.  Since  these  moments  are  found  in  all  exist¬ 
ence,  they  are  attributed  to  the  original  prakrti.2 

The  gunas  are  not  qualities  in  the  Vaiiesika  sense,  since 
they  possess  the  properties  of  lightness,  activity,  etc. 3  Vijna- 
nabhiksu  makes  them  types  of  reals, 4  while  in  the  early 
Upanisads  5  they  stand  for  psychic  states  which  produce 
physical  and  mental  evil.  The  gunas  are  said  to  be  extremely 
fine  in  texture.  They  are  always  changing.  Even  in  what 
is  regarded  as  the  state  of  equilibrium  the  gunas  are  con¬ 
tinually  changing  into  one  another.6  These  changes  in  them¬ 
selves  do  not  produce  objective  results,  so  long  as  the  equil- 

1  Dr.  Seal  writes  :  “  Every  phenomenon  consists  of  a  threefold  arch£  : 

intelligible  essence,  energy  and  mass.  In  intimate  union  these  enter  into 
things  as  essential  constitutive  factors.  The  essence  of  a  thing  (sattva)  is 
that  by  which  it  manifests  itself  to  intelligence,  and  nothing  exists  without 
such  manifestation  in  the  universe  of  consciousness  (samastibuddhi).  But 
the  essence  is  only  one  of  three  moments.  It  does  not  possess  mass  or 
gravity,  it  neither  offers  resistance  nor  does  work.  Next,  there  is  the 
element  of  tamas,  mass,  inertia,  matter-stuff,  which  offers  resistance  to 
motion  as  well  as  to  conscious  reflection.  But  the  intelligence-stuff  and  the 
matter-stuff  cannot  do  any  work,  and  are  devoid  of  productive  activity  in 
themselves.  All  work  comes  from  rajas,  the  principle  of  energy,  which 
overcomes  the  resistance  of  matter  and  supplies  even  intelligence  with  the 
energy  which  it  requires  for  its  own  work  of  conscious  regulation  and  adap¬ 
tation  ”  ( The  Positive  Sciences  of  the  Hindus,  p.  4).  To  some  Dr.  Seal's 
clever  attempt  would  seem  not  so  much  interpreting  the  Samkhya  as 
rewriting  it. 

1  Sometimes  it  is  said  that  activity,  which  characterises  the  whole 
universe,  has  no  meaning  apart  from  something  that  resists  activity.  Thus 
rajas,  or  the  active  phase,  implies  tamas,  or  the  passive  aspect.  Without  it 
there  will  be  perpetual  activity  of  all  things.  The  activity  itself  serves 
rational  ends,  and  so  the  sattva  aspect  also  is  present  ( Tattvakaumudi ,  13). 

3  S.P.B.,  i.  61. 

4  Vacaspati  and  Sdmkhyakdrikd  do  not  give  this  interpretation. 

5  Svetdsvatara  and  Maitrayayii  Upanisads. 

6  Sarupaparii^ama. 
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ibrium  is  undisturbed.  If  there  is  a  disturbance  of  the 
equilibrium  (gunaksobha),  then  the  gunas  act  on  one  another 
and  evolution  takes  place.  The  varied  interaction  of  the 
gunas  accounts  for  the  variety  of  the  world.  Whichever 
guna  is  preponderant  in  any  phenomenon,  it  becomes  manifest 
in  it,  though  the  others  are  not  absent.  In  material  things  at 
rest,  tamas  is  preponderant,  while  sattva  and  rajas  are  sub¬ 
ordinate  ;  in  things  in  motion,  rajas  is  preponderant,  while 
the  others  are  latent.  So  the  terms  “  sattva,  rajas  and 
tamas  ”  are  employed  to  mark  predominant  aspects  rather 
than  exclusive  characters.  Though  the  gunas  work  together 
for  the  production  of  the  world  of  effects,  still  they  never 
coalesce.  They  are  modified  by  mutual  influence  on  one 
another  or  by  their  proximity.  They  evolve,  join  and 
separate.  No  one  loses  its  power,  though  the  others  may  be 
actively  at  work.1  Prakrti  and  its  products  possess  the 
gunas  and  so  are  unconscious.  They  are  devoid  of  the  power 
of  discriminating  between  themselves  and  purusa.  They  are 
always  objective,  while  purusa  alone  is  subject. 

A  different  view  of  gunas  is  found  in  Vijnanabhiksu,  who  regards 
them  as  subtle  entities,  infinite  in  number  according  to  the  diversity 
of  individuals.  It  is  not  correct,  according  to  this  view,  to  say  that 
the  universal  gunas  produce  a  diversity  of  effects  on  account  of  their 
varying  combinations,  since  such  a  view  cannot  account  for  the 
appearance  of  minor  differences.2  Though  the  manifestations  of  the 
gunas  are  innumerable,  still  on  account  of  the  possession  of  certain 
features  in  common,  as  lightness,  they  are  classified  into  three  kinds. 3 
Each  of  the  three  “  causal  substances,  sattva,  etc.,  has  manifold 
individual  manifestations .  ”  4  The  gunas  cannot  be  created  or  destroyed . 
While  the  concrete  phenomenal  modes  are  subject  to  addition  and 
subtraction,  growth  and  decay,  which  changes  are  brought  about  by 
collocations  and  alterations  from  potential  to  actual,  still  the  potential 
and  the  actual  together  are  ever  the  same.  It  is  just  as  in  a  game 
of  dice  :  they  are  ever  the  same  dice,  but  as  they  fall  in  various  ways, 
they  mean  to  us  different  things.  All  change  relates  to  the  position, 
order,  grouping,  mixing,  separation  of  the  eternally  existing  essentials, 
which  are  always  integrating  and  disintegrating. 5 


1  Y.B.,  ii.  18.  2  S.P.B.,  i.  127. 

3  S.P.B.,  i.  128.  4  Ibid. 

5  Tattvakaumudl,  13-16;  Tattvavaikaradi,  ii.  20;  iv.  13-14;  and 
Yogavarttika,  iv.  13-14. 
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VII 

Evolution 

Prakrti  is  the  fundamental  substance  out  of  which  the 
world  evolves.  In  the  unmanifested  condition,  prakrti  is  but 
the  union  of  opposites.  When  they  are  all  held  together  in  a 
state  of  equilibrium  (samyavastha),  there  is  no  action.  The 
state  of  rest  is  said  to  be  the  natural  condition  of  prakrti.1 
Yet  the  absence  of  outer  activity  does  not  mean  the  absence 
of  any  tendency  to  act.  The  tendencies  to  manifestation 
(sattva)  and  activity  (rajas)  are  held  in  check  by  the  tendency 
to  non-manifestation  and  non-activity  (tamas).  The  Samkhya 
conceives  the  supreme  principle  of  the  world  as  a  unity  with 
a  real  opposition  of  elements.  An  abstract  unit  can  be  either 
perpetually  active  or  perpetually  inactive.  Prakrti  is  not, 
by  nature,  unstable,  and  need  not  differentiate  itself  of 
necessity.2  When  there  is  a  disturbance  of  the  equilibrium 
of  the  gunas,  we  have  the  destruction  of  prakrti, 3  the  relieving 
of  the  tension  by  the  overweighting  of  one  side,  and  the 
setting  in  of  the  process  of  becoming.  Prakrti  evolves  under 
the  influence  of  purusa.  The  fulfilment  of  the  ends  of  the 
purusa  is  the  cause  of  the  manifestation  of  prakrti  in  the 
three  specialised  states.  4  Since  prakrti  is  one  and  ubiquitous, 
all  things  have  prakrti  for  their  basis,  and,  in  a  sense,  every¬ 
thing  shares  the  characters  of  everything  else.  But,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  things  do  not  manifest  all  effects  at  once. 
The  cause  of  development  follows  a  definite  law  of  succession 
in  space,  time,  mode  and  causality.  5  We  cannot  say  why 
this  development  happens.  We  have  only  to  accept  it. 
Prakrti,  which  contains  within  itself  the  possibilities  of  all 
things,  develops  into  the  apparatus  of  thought  as  well  as  the 
objects  of  thought. 

Mahat,  or  the  Great,  the  cause  of  the  whole  universe,  is 
the  first  product  of  the  evolution  of  prakrti.  It  is  the  basis 

1  Y.B.,  ii  18  1  See  Spencer  :  First  Principles,  p.  xix. 

3  Prakrtinaia. 

4  Trayanarii  tv  avasthavi^esanam  adau  purusarthata  kara$am  bhavati 
(Y.B.,  ii.  19).  See  also  Vacaspati  on  it. 

5  Parinamakramaniyama. 


THE  SAMKHYA  SYSTEM 


267 


of  the  intelligence  of  the  individual.  While  the  term  "  mahat  ” 
brings  out  the  cosmic  aspect,  buddhi,  which  is  used  as  a 
synonym  for  it,  refers  to  the  psychological  counterpart  apper¬ 
taining  to  each  individual.  In  the  Sarhkhya,  stress  is  laid  on 
the  psychological  aspect  of  “  mahat.”  From  the  synonyms 
of  buddhi,1  and  its  attributes  of  virtue  (dharma),  knowledge 
(jnana),  equanimity  (vairagya),  and  lordship  (aisvarya),  and 
their  opposites,  it  is  clear  that  buddhi  is  to  be  taken  in  the 
psychological  sense.  But  the  designations  of  “  mahat,”  the 
Great,  Brahma,  etc.,  imply  that  it  is  used  in  the  cosmic  sense 
also.2  Buddhi  is  not  to  be  confused  with  the  incorporeal 
purusa.  It  is  regarded  as  the  subtle  substance  of  all  mental 
processes.  It  is  the  faculty  by  which  we  distinguish  objects 
and  perceive  what  they  are.  The  functions  of  buddhi  are 
ascertainment  and  decision.  All  other  organs  function  for 
the  intellect  (buddhi),  which  works  directly  for  the  purusa, 
enabling  the  latter  to  experience  all  existence  and  discriminate 
between  itself  and  prakrti. 

Like  the  other  products  of  prakrti,  buddhi  has  the  three  gunas. 
In  its  sattva  aspect,  buddhi  is  distinguished  by  the  observance  of 
duty,  knowledge,  freedom  from  desire  and  divine  powers  ;  in  its 
aspect  as  rajas  if  produces  desires  ;  and  in  its  tamas  aspect,  it  pro¬ 
duces  negligence,  ignorance,  etc.  Vijnanabhiksu  says  that  all  souls 
are  divine,  3  though  their  “  innate  lordliness  suffers  obscuration  by 
rajas  and  tamas.’ ’  4  The  elemental  creation  is  distinguished  from 
pratyayasarga  or  the  creation  of  buddhi,  which  is  fourfold,  ignorance 
(viparyaya),  incapacity  (aSakti),  contentment  (tusti),  and  perfection 
(siddhi).  There  are  fifty  subdivisions  of  these. 5  Five  kinds  of  ignor¬ 
ance  are  admitted  which  are  avidya  and  asmita  (or  egotism),  each  of 
which  is  eightfold ;  raga  (desire) ,  tenfold  ;  dvesa  (hatred) ,  and  abhiniveSa 
(or  fear),  which  are  eighteenfold.  There  are  twenty-eight  varieties  of 
incapacity  and  nine  kinds  of  contentment  and  eight  forms  of  perfection. 

Buddhi  is  both  eternal  and  non-eternal.  It  exists  in 
germ  as  seed-force  in  the  causal  condition  of  prakrti  when 
its  functions  are  not  manifested.  When  it  is  transformed 
into  the  condition  of  effect  it  is  called  buddhi.  Vijnanabhiksu 

1  Mati,  khyati,  prajna,  jnana. 

’  In  later  Vedanta,  buddhi  is  taken  collectively,  as  the  upadhi  of 
Hiranyagarbha. 

3  Sarva  eva  purusa  I^vara  iti. 

4  S.P.B.,  ii.  15.  See  also  Y.B.,  i.  2* 


4  S.K.,  46, 
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regards  it  as  never-failing  and  as  containing  all  samskaras.1  The 
memories  are  stored  in  buddhi,  and  not  in  aharhkara  or  manas. 
“  Even  after  the  dissolution  of  aharhkara  and  manas  by  means 
of  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,  there  remains  recollection.”  2 
Apparently,  the  functions  assigned  to  intellect  by  the 
Karika  can  be  performed  by  it  only  if  it  is  posterior  to  the 
self-sense  or  aharhkara,  and  of  the  manas  and  the  senses,  as 
well  as  something  knowable  as  the  gross  elements ;  but 
the  Sarhkhya  holds  that  all  these  are  not  present  at  the 
first  stage  when  buddhi  is  present.  We  have,  therefore,  to 
take  it  in  a  cosmic  sense,  as  the  basis  of  the  distinction 
between  the  subject  and  the  object,  the  perceiving  and  the 
perceived  ;  but  then  we  shall  have  to  assume  a  world-spirit, 
which  the  Sarhkhya  does  not  allow.  The  status  of  mahat 
or  buddhi  is  left  in  an  uncertain  condition.  Buddhi,  as 
the  product  of  prakrti  and  the  generator  of  aharhkara,  is 
different  from  buddhi  which  controls  the  processes  of  the 
senses,  mind  and  aharhkara.  If  the  former  is  identified  with 
the  latter,  the  whole  evolution  of  prakrti  must  be  regarded 
as  subjective,  since  the  ego  and  the  non-ego  are  both  the 
products  of  buddhi.  This  ambiguity  is  found  in  the  other 
products  of  prakrti  also. 

*Y  Aharhkara  (self-sense) ,  or  the  principle  of  individuation, 
arises  after  buddhi.  Through  its  action  the  different  spirits 
become  endowed  each  with  a  separate  mental  background. 
We  have  here  also  to  distinguish  the  cosmic  and  the  psycho¬ 
logical  aspects.  Psychologically,  the  sense  of  selfhood  is 
impossible  without  a  non-ego  or  an  object.  But  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  objective  comes  after  the  rise  of  aharhkara  in  the 
Sarhkhya  theory  of  evolution.  We  have  to  admit  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  a  cosmic  aharhkara  out  of  which  individual  subjects 
and  objects  arise.  Aharhkara  is  conceived  as  material,  and 
while  buddhi  is  more  cognitive  in  function,  aharhkara  seems 
to  be  more  practical.  Psychologically,  the  function  of 
aharhkara  is  abhimana  or  self-love.  Agency  belongs  to  it, 
and  not  to  the  self  or  purusa.3  Mahat  stands  to  aharhkara 

1  S.P.B.,  ii.  41-42.  *  S.P.B.,  ii.  42. 

3  S.P.S.,  vi.  54.  Vijnanabhiksu  quotes  the  Chandogya  passage  “  bahu 
syam  prajayeya  ”  (let  me  multiply  myself,  let  me  procreate),  and  comments  : 
“  The  creation  of  the  elements  and  all  the  rest  is  preceded  by  abhimana 
and  so  it  is  said  to  be  the  cause  of  creation  ”  (S.P.B.,  i  63). 
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as  consciousness  to  self-consciousness.  The  former  is  the 
logical  presupposition  of  the  latter.  We  infer  the  existence 
of  ahamkara  from  its  effects.1  It  is  regarded  as  a  substance, 
since  it  is  the  material  cause  of  other  substances.  The  purusa 
identifies  itself  with  the  acts  of  prakrti  through  ahamkara. 
It  passes  to  the  self  the  sensations  and  suggestions  of  action 
communicated  to  it  through  manas.  It  thus  helps  in  the 
formation  of  concepts  and  decisions.  Ahamkara  is  not  what 
individualises  the  universal  consciousness,  since  the  indi¬ 
viduality  is  already  there  according  to  the  Samkhya.  It 
individualises  the  impressions  that  come  from  the  outer 
world.  When  the  ahamkara  is  dominated  by  the  aspect  of 
sattva,  we  do  good  work  ;  when  by  rajas,  evil  ones  ;  and  when 
by  tamas,  indifferent  ones.  In  dreamless  sleep  the  function 
of  ahamkara  may  be  absent,  but  the  desires  and  the  ten¬ 
dencies  are  all  there.2  It  is  difficult  to  know  how  the  self¬ 
sense  is  derived  from  the  intellect,  or  mahat. 

The  gunas  take  three  different  courses  of  development 
from  ahamkara  according  to  which  the  latter  is  said  to  be 
sattvika,  rajasa  or  tamasa.  From  ahamkara  in  its  sattva 
aspect  (vaikarika)  are  derived  the  manas  and  the  five  organs 
of  perception  and  the  five  of  action,  and  from  the  same  in  its 
tamasa  aspect  (bhutadi)  the  five  fine  elements.  The  rajasa 
aspect  (taijasa)  plays  its  part  in  both  and  is  present  in  the 
results. 3  From  the  tanmatras,  or  the  five  fine  elements  by  a 
preponderance  of  tamas,  the  five  gross  elements  arise.  In  all 
these  developments,  though  one  of  the  gunas  may  be  pre¬ 
dominant,  the  others  are  also  present,  perform  their  functions, 
and  help  indirectly  the  evolution  of  the  products. 

Manas  is  the  organ  which  has  the  important  function  of 
synthesising  the  sense-data  into  percepts,  suggesting  alter¬ 
native  courses  of  action  and  carrying  out  the  decrees  of  the 

1  S.P.S.,  i.  63.  1  S.P.B.,  i.  63. 

3  S.K.,  24-25.  Vijnanabhiksu  holds  that  the  sattvika  ahamkara  gives 
rise  to  manas,  the  rajasa  to  the  ten  organs,  and  the  tamasa  to  the  five 
tanmatras  (S.P.B.,  ii.  18).  Aniruddha  accepts  the  usual  view  that  rajas 
is  a  condition  precedent  to  all  evolution,  while  the  other  gunas  determine 
the  character  of  the  constituents.  While  Vacaspati  holds  that  from  mahat 
arises  ahariikara  and  from  ahariikara  the  tanmatras,  Vijnanabhiksu  is  of 
Opinion  that  the  separation  of  ahamkara  and  the  evolution  of  the  t?amatras 
take  place  in  the  mahat. 
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will  through  the  organs  of  action.  As  in  the  case  of  the 
intellect  and  the  self-sense,  so  also  in  the  case  of  manas  no 
distinction  is  made  between  the  organ  and  its  function.  Manas 
is  said  to  be  the  doorkeeper,  while  the  senses  are  regarded  as 
the  doors.1  The  co-operation  of  manas  is  necessary  for  both 
perception  and  action.2 * * *  It  assumes  manifold  forms  in  con¬ 
nection  with  different  senses. 3  Manas  is  not  all-pervading, 
since  it  is  an  instrument  possessing  movement  and  action. 4 
It  is  made  up  of  parts,  since  it  is  connected  with  the 
senses.  Buddhi  and  the  other  organs  are  not  eternal  in 
the  sense  that  there  is  an  eternal  subject  or  Isvara  possess¬ 
ing  them.  5 

The  five  organs  of  perception  are  the  functions  of  sight, 
hearing,  smell,  taste  and  touch.  The  need  creates  the  function. 
Since  we  have  the  desire,  we  create  the  functions  and  the 
objects  to  satisfy  them.6 7  The  senses  are  not  formed  of  the 
elements,  since  the  sense  and  the  elements  arise  out  of 
ahamkara.7  The  senses  are  not  eternal,  since  their  rise  and 
lapse  are  seen.  Each  sense  grasps  one  quality.  The  senses 
are  not  the  organs  of  sight,  etc.,  as  the  functions  of  manas.8 
They  are  the  means  of  observing  the  fine  and  the  gross 
elements. 9  The  organs  of  action  are  the  functions  of 
the  tongue,  feet,  hands,  and  the  organs  of  evacuation  and 
reproduction.  Manas,  with  the  organs,  is  said  to  produce  by 
their  action  the  five  vital  airs,10  which  are  given  an  independent 
place  in  the  Vedanta  system.  According  to  the  Sutra,  prana 
(life)  is  a  modification  of  the  senses  and  does  not  subsist  in 
their  absence.11 

The  world  as  the  object  of  perception  has  the  five  tan- 

1  S.K.,  35.  Buddhi,  ahamkara  and  manas  are  not  always  carefully 
distinguished.  They  are  taken  as  the  inner  organ  (antaljkarana) .  “  Antah- 

karana  is  one  and  one  only  according  to  the  threefold  distinction  of  mere 
states  ;  as  in  the  case  of  the  seed,  the  sprout,  and  the  huge  tree,  etc.,  it 
falls  under  the  relation  of  effect  and  cause.”  Vijnanabhiksu  quotes  a  verse 
from  Vayu  Pur  ana  to  the  effect  :  “  Mano  mahan  matir  brahma  pur  buddhil? 

khvatir,  Isvarafr  ”  (S.P.B.,  ii.  16).  See  also  S.P.B.,  ii.  40. 

*  S.P.S.,  ii.  26.  3  S.P.S.,  ii.  27. 

«  S.P.S.,  v.  69—70.  s  S.P.S.,  v.  127. 

6  Cp.  M.B.  Ruparagad  abhuc  caksuh.  From  attachment  to  form  the 
eye  was  produced.  See  M.B.,  &antiparva,  213.  16. 

7  S.P.S.,  ii.  20. 

9  S.K.,  34. 


10  S.P.S.,  ii.  31. 


8  S.P.S.,  ii.  23. 
11  v.  113. 
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matras,1  corresponding  to  the  five  sense-organs.  These  are 
the  essences  of  sound,  touch,  colour,  taste  and  smell  conceived 
as  physical  principles,  imperceptible  to  ordinary  beings. 
Each  of  them  is  exclusively  concerned  with  one  sense,  while 
the  gross  elements  appeal  to  more  than  one  sense.  These 
invisible  essences  are  inferred  from  visible  objects,  though 
they  are  said  to  be  open  to  the  perception  of  the  yogis.2 3 4 5  The 
fine  elements  are  said  to  be  devoid  of  difference  (visesa),  while 
the  gross  elements  arising  from  them  have  a  definite  quality. 3 
The  tanmatras  cannot  act  as  sense  stimuli  until  they  combine 
to  form  atoms.  Bhutadi,  or  ahamkara,  dominated  by  tamas, 
is  absolutely  homogeneous,  inert  and  devoid  of  all  characters 
except  quantum  or  mass.  With  the  co-operation  of  rajas  it 
is  transformed  into  subtle  matter,  vibratory,  radiant  and 
instinct  with  energy,  and  the  tanmatras  of  sound,  touch, 
colour,  taste  and  smell  arise  Akasa  forms  the  transition 
link  between  bhutadi  and  the  tanmatras.  A  distinction  is 
made  between  karanakasa,  non-atomic  and  all-pervasive,  and 
karyakasa,  or  atomic  akasa,  formed  by  the  combination  of 
bhutadi,  or  mass,  units  with  the  sound  essences.  The  latter 
are  found  held  up  in  the  original  karanakasa  as  the  medium 
for  the  development  of  the  atoms  of  air.  4  According  to  the 
Vyasabhasya,  the  tanmatra  of  sound  is  produced  from 
ahamkara,  and  from  the  tanmatra  of  sound  accompanied 
by  ahamkara  is  produced  the  tanmatra  of  touch  with  the 
attributes  of  sound  and  touch,  and  so  on  ;  the  others  are 
produced  by  the  addition  of  one  attribute  at  each  step. 

According  to  Gaudapada  and  Vacaspati,  the  gross  elements  arise 
from  the  compounding  of  the  fine  elements  by  the  process  of  accumu¬ 
lation.  There  is,  of  course,  the  difficulty  that  on  this  view  ether, 
which  has  but  one  quality,  audibility,  cannot  be  contrasted  as  a  gross 
element  with  the  corresponding  fine  element .5  Vacaspati  holds  that 

1  That  only.  See  Prasna  Upanisad,  iv.  8.  Cp.  the  theory  of  the  elements 
of  elements  of  Empedocles. 

*  Tattvakaumudl,  5. 

3  Cp.  this  with  the  Chandogya  view  (vi.  4)  of  the  production  of  the  gross 
elements  by  the  intermingling  of  the  three  elements,  where  the  former  receive 
their  special  name  from  the  presence  in  them  of  a  greater  proportion  of  one 
element.  According  to  one  view  of  the  Vedanta,  each  element  consists  of  a 
half  of  one  element  and  one-eighth  of  each  of  the  other  four. 

4  See  Seal:  Positive  Sciences  of  the  Ancient  Hindus. 

5  See  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  1. 
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the  ether  atom  is  generated  from  the  other  essence,  the  air  atom  from 
the  two  essences  of  sound  and  touch,  of  which  that  of  touch  is  the 
chief,  the  light  atom  from  the  tanmatras  of  sound,  touch  and  form, 
of  which  that  of  form  is  the  chief,  the  water  atom  from  the  four 
tanmatras,  and  the  earth  atom  from  the  five  tanmatras,  of  which  those 
of  taste  and  smell  are  the  chief  ones  respectively.1  Vijnanabhiksu 
holds  a  slightly  different  opinion.  The  ether  atom  is  produced  from 
the  ether  tanmatra  through  the  help  of  bhutadi.2 

When  the  gross  atoms  combine,  their  properties  are  found 
in  their  products,  so  that  they  do  not  give  rise  to  a  new  kind 
of  existence  (tattvantara).3  The  akasa  atom  possesses  pene¬ 
trability,  the  air  atom  impact  or  mechanical  pressure,  the 
light  atom  radiant  heat  and  light,  the  water  atom  has  viscous 
attraction  and  earth  cohesive  attraction.  By  a  combination 
of  the  gross  atoms  the  element  of  earth  arises.  The  capacity 
of  the  tanmatras  to  produce  the  feeling  of  pleasure  or  of  pain 
is  not  perceived  while  they  subsist  as  tanmatras.  Since  it  is 
discernible  in  the  state  of  the  gross  atoms,  the  gross  elements 
are  distinguished  as  soothing  (santa),  terrific  (ghora),  and 
dull  (mudha).  The  atoms  of  earth,  etc.,  by  various  changes 
of  quality,  appear  as  the  manifold  variety  of  cosmic  existence. 
There  are  not  any  intrinsic  differences  between  things  which 
are  of  the  same  stuff.  As  the  potentiality  of  everything  is  in 
everything, 4  there  is  always  change  for  the  sake  of  purusa. 
The  gross  atoms  5  constitute  the  inorganic  as  well  as  the 
organic  bodies,  and  in  the  development  from  the  one  to  the 
other  there  is  no  breach  of  continuity.  Inorganic,  vegetable 
and  animal  kingdoms  are  the  three  stages  in  the  process  of 
development,  marked  only  by  changes  in  the  qualities  of  the 
constituents  6  and  not  in  the  constituents  themselves.  The 

*  Tattvavaisaradl,  i.  44. 

2  Yogavarttikd,  i.  45.  NageSa  extends  to  all  atoms  this  co-operation  of 
bhutadi.  Sarvatra  tanmatrais  tattatbhutotpadane  'hamkarasya  sahakari- 
tvam  bodhyam. 

3  The  evolution  of  the  specific  (visesa)  from  the  unspecific  (avi^esa)  is 
called  tattvfintaraparinama,  as  distinct  from  a  mere  change  of  qualities, 
dharmaparinama. 

4  Y.B.,  iii.  14. 

5  Since  they  contain  tanmatras  of  different  kinds  as  their  constituents, 
the  gross  atoms  cannot  be  identified  with  the  Vaisesika  atoms.  The 
tanmatras,  which  have  no  parts,  are  invisible  compared  to  the  Vaisesika 
atoms. 

$  Dharmaparinama. 
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appearance  of  the  different  qualities  is  brought  about  by  the 
different  arrangements  of  the  atoms.  To  the  four  kinds  of 
bodies  usually  admitted,  the  Samkhya  adds  two,  viz.  those 
born  of  will  (samkalpikam)  and  artificial  ones  (samsiddhikam). 
Earth  is  the  material  cause  of  all  these  bodies,1  though  the 
other  elements  are  present  as  auxiliary  to  it.  The  gross  body 
is  composed  of  the  five  elements,  though  there  are  some  who 
think  that  ether  is  not  necessary,  and  others  who  hold  that 
earth  alone  will  do.  It  is  also  said  that,  while  the  element 
of  earth  predominates  in  the  body  of  man,  that  of  light  pre¬ 
dominates  in  the  world  of  the  sun.2 

Prakrti  and  its  effects,  constituted  by  the  three  gunas, 
are  said  to  be  non-discriminating  (aviveki),  object  (visayah), 
common  to  many  purusas  (samanyam),  non-intelligent  (ace- 
tanam),  and  productive  (prasavadharmi).3  Each  evolute  is 
finer  than  the  one  succeeding  it  and  grosser  than  the  one 
preceding  it.  The  series  from  prakrti  to  the  five  gross  elements 
numbers  twenty-four,  and  purusa  is  said  to  be  the  twenty- 
fifth  principle  of  the  Samkhya  system. 4  The  twenty-three 
principles  derived  from  prakrti  are  effects,  since  they  are 
different  from  prakrti  and  purusa,  are  of  limited  magnitude, 
and  possess  the  attributes  of  pradhana,  such  as  growth  and 
assimilation,  and  serve  as  instruments  of  purusa. 5  All  the 
things  of  the  world  are  said  to  be  the  vikrtis  of  prakrti. 
Prakrti  stands  to  vikrtis  in  the  relation  of  an  original  substance 
to  its  modifications.  Mahat,  ahamkara,  and  the  five  tan- 
matras  are  the  effects  of  some  and  causes  of  others.  The 
five  gross  elements  and  the  eleven  organs  are  only  effects 
and  not  causes  of  others.  While  prakrti  is  only  cause,  the 

1  v.  1 1 2.  »  iii.  17-19.  S.P.B.,  iii.  19.  3  S.K.,  11 

4  1.  Purusa. 

I 

2.  Prakrti  (unmanifested)  =  manifested. 


3.  Buddhi,  or  intellect.  10.  Manas. 

4.  Ahamkara,  or  self-sense.  11-15.  Five  senses. 

5-9.  Five  tanmatras  of  sound,  16-20.  Five  organs  of  action. 

touch,  smell,  form  or  colour  and  21-25.  Five  gross  elements  of  ether, 
taste.  air,  light,  water  and  earth. 

5  S.P.S.,  i.  12Q-134:  S.K..  is. 
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eleven  products  are  simply  effects.  Seven  of  the  products 
are  both  causes  and  effects,  while  the  purusa  is  neither  cause 
nor  effect.1 

These  products  of  the  evolution,  which  are  capable  of  originating 
other  products  like  themselves,  are  said  to  be  non-specialised  (avi£esa), 
while  those  which  cannot  originate  other  existences  like  themselves 
are  said  to  be  completely  specialised  (vi£esa).  When  ahamkara  gives 
rise  to  tanmatras,  we  cannot  easily  trace  the  presence  of  ahamkara 
in  the  fine  elements.  What  is  derived  from  ahamkara  seems  to  be  a 
different  existence  altogether,  and  this  transformation  is  a  case  of 
tattvantaraparinama.  The  senses  and  the  gross  elements  cannot  give 
rise  to  an  altogether  different  kind  of  existence.  So,  while  ahamkara  is 
non-specialised  (aviSesa),  the  senses,  etc.,  are  highly  specialised  (vi&esa).a 

Development  is  only  the  unfolding  of  what  has  already 
potential  existence.  The  beginning  and  the  end  are  alike 
determined.  In  spite  of  the  things  to  which  prakrti  gives 
rise,  its  substance  is  in  no  way  diminished.  The  source  of 
becoming  is  not  exhausted  by  the  things  produced.  No 
material  thing  can  act  without  exhausting  some  of  its  latent 
energy.  It  is  thus  difficult  to  regard  prakrti  as  purely  material 
in  nature. 

It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  precise  significance  of  the 
Samkhya  account  of  evolution,  and  we  have  not  seen  any 
satisfactory  explanation  as  to  why  the  different  steps  of 
evolution  are  what  they  are. 

The  different  principles  of  the  Samkhya  system  cannot  be 
logically  deduced  from  prakrti,  and  they  seem  to  be  set  down 
as  its  products,  thanks  to  historical  accidents.  There  is  no 
deductive  development  of  the  products  from  the  one  prakrti. 
Vijnanabhiksu  is  aware  of  this  defect,  and  so  asks  us  to  accept 
the  Samkhya  account  of  evolution  on  the  authority  of  the 
scriptures. 3  But  this  is  to  surrender  the  possibility  of  philo¬ 
sophical  explanation. 

1  S.K.,  3.  Cp.  Erigena  :  “  That  which  creates  and  is  not  created  ;  that 
which  is  created  and  creates  ,  that  which  is  created  and  creates  not ;  and 
that  which  neither  creates  nor  is  created  '*  ( De  Divisione  Natures ,  Lib.  5). 
See  Garbhopanisad,  3. 

J  See  Y.B.,  ii.  19,  where  the  tanmatras  and  the  feeling  of  personality 
are  said  to  be  avisesa  forms  of  the  mahat,  while  the  five  elements  are  the 
visesa  forms  of  the  tanmatras,  and  the  five  senses,  the  five  organs  of  action, 
and  manas  are  said  to  be  visesa  forms  of  asmita. 

3  Atra  prakrter  mahan  mahato  'hamkara  ityadi  srsfikrame  Sastram  eva 
pramanam  ( Sdmkhyasara ).  See  also  Jayanta's  Nydyamanjari,  pp.  452-466. 
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Buddhi,  aharhkara,  manas  and  the  rest  need  not  be  taken 
as  a  series  of  chronologically  successive  stages  of  evolution. 
They  are  the  results  of  the  logical  analysis  of  evolved  selves. 
Vacaspati  writes :  “  Every  man  uses  first  his  external  senses, 
then  he  considers  (with  the  manas),  then  he  refers  the  various 
objects  to  his  ego  (ahamkara),  and  lastly  he  decides  with  his 
buddhi  what  to  do.”  1  While  this  analysis  gives  an  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  recognition  of  the  different  factors  on  the  subject 
side,  it  does  not  help  us  towards  understanding  the  precise 
functions  of  these  factors  when  enlarged  to  a  cosmic  plane. 
The  cosmic  scheme  is  framed  on  the  analogy  of  the  human 
self,  since  man  is  a  microcosm  in  which  all  the  factors  of 
reality  are  repeated,  as  it  were,  on  a  reduced  scale.  Answering 
to  the  alternations  of  waking,  sleeping,  we  have  creation  and 
destruction  of  the  world.  In  the  state  of  dreamless  sleep  the 
self  is  present,  though  it  does  not  apprehend  the  world.  So, 
in  the  state  of  world-absorption  (pralaya),  the  selves  are  not 
destroyed,  though  prakrti  is  not  perceived.  When  a  man 
wakes  up  from  sound  sleep  and  says,  “  I  slept  well,  I  knew 
nothing,”  this  nothing  is  the  not-self,  or  avyakta  prakrti, 
from  which  arises  the  cognition  of  something.  The  state  of 
prakrti,  when  its  activity  sinks  into  rest,  corresponds  to  the 
state  of  susupti  or  dreamless  sleep  of  the  individual  soul. 
When  one  wakes  up  from  it,  there  is  first  the  dawning  of 
consciousness,  followed  immediately  by  the  rise  of  the  sense 
of  selfhood  and  the  restlessness  of  desire.  The  senses  and 
the  five  elements  of  sound,  touch,  etc.,  come  next  into  activity. 
It  is  only  when  the  man  wakes  up  that  the  gross  elements 
are  apprehended  by  him.  Consciousness  or  buddhi,  is  the 
first  glow  in  the  vacant  sky  that  arises  when  the  self  is  con¬ 
fronted  by  the  not-self.  The  self  becomes  aware  that  there 
is  something.  It  next  becomes  conscious  of  its  individuality 
through  distinction  from  the  not-self.  It  has  the  feeling 
that  “  I  perceive  the  object.”  Then  we  discover  that  the 
object  is  a  series  of  mental  states  synthesised  by  mind  and 
made  up  of  elements.*  The  whole  scheme  of  the  Samkhya 

*  Tattvakaumudl,  23. 

*  Sir  R.  G.  Bhandarkar  gives  a  Fichtean  interpretation  of  the  Samkhya 
theory  of  evolution.  The  individual  who  knows  directly  what  passes  in 
his  consciousness  is  aware  of  certain  sensations  of  which  he  is  not  the 
generator.  He  therefore  assumes  an  external  nature.  Its  reality  is  evidenced 
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evolution  seems  to  be  based  on  the  psychological  experience 
of  the  individual.  But  the  transition  from  the  psychological 
to  the  metaphysical  was  mediated  by  the  historical  fact  that 
in  the  Upanisads  the  self-conscious  Brahma  is  said  to  be  the 
first  offshoot  of  the  absolute  consciousness.  The  conception 
of  mahat  as  the  first  product  of  prakrti  can  be  traced  to  the 
derivation  of  the  great  soul  from  the  unmanifested  (avyakta) 
in  the  Katha  Upanisad.1  Mahat  is  prakrti  (non-being)  illu¬ 
minated  by  consciousness  (being).  We  have  in  the  Upanisads 
the  idea  of  Hiranyagarbha  or  Brahma,  the  world  soul,  who 
is  said  to  be  derived  from  the  impersonal  Brahman.  The 
only  way  in  which  the  conception  of  the  rise  of  mahat  from 
prakrti  can  be  made  intelligible  is  through  the  acceptance 
of  the  Vedanta  position.  There  is  the  supreme  Brahman 
beyond  both  the  subject  and  the  object.  The  moment  it  is 
related  to  the  object  it  becomes  a  subject  with  an  object  set 
over  against  it.3  While  the  nature  of  the  supreme  is  pure 
consciousness,  that  of  prakrti  is  unconsciousness;  and  when 
the  two  intermingle  we  have  consciousness-unconsciousness, 
or  subject-object,  and  that  is  mahat.  Even  non-being  is 
potential  being  or  potential  consciousness.  Immediately  the 
subject  contrasts  itself  with  the  object,  it  develops  the  sense 
of  selfhood.  There  is  first  intelligence  and  then  selfhood. 
Creation  is  preceded  by  a  sense  of  selfhood.  “  I  shall  be 

by  the  limitations  of  the  free  activity  of  consciousness.  “  In  the  state  of 
consciousness  when  the  ‘  me  ’  feels  itself  limited,  then  intellect  first  of  all 
posits  or  affirms  the  ‘  me  ’  and  then  opposes  to  itself  the  ‘  not  me.’  The 
limitation  of  the  ‘  me  ’  implies  its  previous  freedom  or  unlimitedness.”  We 
thus  get  the  finite  ego,  the  non-ego,  the  limitation,  and  the  absolute  self. 
The  ahamkara  of  the  Samkhya  belongs  to  the  finite  ego.  The  subtle  and  the 
gross  elements,  as  well  as  their  counterparts,  the  senses,  said  to  be  produced 
by  the  ego,  correspond  to  the  non-ego.  The  free,  unlimited  absolute  self 
is  the  purusa  and  its  limitations  by  the  non-ego  bondage.  But  since  the 
absolutely  free  puru§a  cannot  be  the  source  of  limitations,  the  Samkhya 
admits  the  existence  of  a  distinct  cause,  which  in  its  nature  is  infinite,  and 
whose  finiteness,  from  its  intimate  connection  with  the  infinite  ego,  the 
ego  attributes  to  itself  from  ignorance.  See  Indian  Philosophical  Review, 
ii.  pp.  200  ff. 

1  iii.  ii. 

*  Cp.  Brh.  Up.,  i.  4.  2:  Iksancakre  (He  looked  round);  Chan.  Up., 
vi.  2.  2:  Tad  aiksata  (That  he  saw).  Cp.  Bhagavata :  "What  they  declare 
to  be  the  citta,  or  mind,  called  Vasudeva,  i.e.  Visnu,  that  consists  of  mahat,” 
yad  ahur  vasudevakhyam  cittam  tan  mahadatmakam  (iii.  26.  21).  See 
S.P.B.,  vi.  66. 
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many  ;  I  shall  procreate.”  1 * 3  The  obscurity  of  the  Samkhya 
theory  is  due  to  the  fact  that  a  psychological  report  is  mixed 
up  with  a  metaphysical  statement.  The  order  of  psycho¬ 
logical  presentation  need  not  be  the  order  of  real  evolution 
unless  the  subject  is  the  ultimate  and  supreme  one.  The 
Samkhya  combines  with  its  own  presuppositions  ideas  essen¬ 
tially  alien  to  it  taken  from  the  Upanisads. 


VIII 

Space  and  Time 

Every  phenomenon  of  cosmic  evolution  is  characterised 
by  activity,  change  or  motion  (parispanda).*  All  things 
undergo  infinitesimal  changes  of  growth  and  decay.  In  the 
smallest  instant  of  time  (ksana)  the  whole  universe  undergoes 
a  change.  In  the  empirical  world,  space  and  time  appear  as 
limited,  and  are  said  to  arise  from  akasa,  when  it  is  conditioned 
by  coexistent  things  in  space  and  moving  bodies  in  time. 

Vijnanabhiksu  says :  “  Eternal  space  and  time  are  of  the  form  oi 
prakrti,  or  the  root-cause  of  akaia,  and  are  only  the  specific  modifications 
of  prakrti.  Hence  the  universality  of  space  and  time  is  established. 

.  .  .  But  these,  space  and  time,  which  are  limited,  are  produced  from 
aka£a  through  the  conjunction  of  this  or  that  limiting  object  (upadhi).”  3 
Limited  space  and  time  are  akaia  itself  particularised  by  this  or  that 
limiting  object,  though  they  are  said  to  be  its  effects.  Space  and  time 
are  by  themselves  abstractions.  They  are  not  substances,  as  the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika  thought,  but  relations  binding  the  events  of  the 
development  of  prakrti.  Events  stand  in  relations  of  time  and  space. 
We  have  no  perception  of  infinite  time  or  infinite  space,  and  so  they 
are  said  to  be  constructed  by  the  understanding.  From  the  limited 
objects  of  perception  which  stand  to  one  another  in  the  relation  of 
antecedence  and  sequence,  we  construct  an  infinite  time  order  to 
represent  the  course  of  evolution.  Vyasa  says  :  "  Just  as  the  atom  is 
the  minimal  limit  of  matter,  so  the  moment  (ksana)  is  the  minimal 
limit  of  time,  or  the  time  taken  by  an  atom  in  motion  in  order  to 
leave  one  point  and  reach  the  next  point  is  a  moment.  But  the  con¬ 
tinuous  flow  of  these  is  a  sequence  (krama) .  Moments  and  the  sequences 
of  these  cannot  be  combined  into  a  real  (vastu) .  Thus,  time,  being  of 

1  Chan.  Up.,  vi.  2.  3. 

*  Vyaktam  sakriyam  parispandavat  Tattvakaumudl,  10.  See  also  Y.B., 
iii.  13. 

3  S.P.B.,  ii.  12;  ii.  10. 


4  Y.B.,  iii.  52. 
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this  nature,  does  not  correspond  to  anything  real,  but  is  a  product 
of  mind,  and  follows  as  a  result  of  perceptions  or  of  words  ”  1 * ;  but  the 
moment  is  objective  and  rests  on  the  sequence.3 * 5  The  sequence  (krama) 
has  for  its  essence  an  uninterrupted  succession  of  moments  which  is 
called  time  (kala)  by  experts.  Two  moments  cannot  occur  simul¬ 
taneously,  since  it  is  impossible  that  there  be  a  sequence  of  two  things 
that  occur  simultaneously.  When  a  later  moment  succeeds  an  earlier, 
there  is  a  sequence.  Thus  in  the  present  there  is  a  single  moment 
and  there  are  no  earlier  or  later  moments.  Therefore,  there  is  no 
combination  of  them.  But  those  moments  which  are  past  and  future 
are  to  be  explained  as  inherent  in  the  changes  (parinama).  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  whole  world  passes  through  change  in  any  single  moment ;  3 
so  all  those  external  aspects  of  the  world  are  relative  to  this  present 
moment.4 


The  world  is  neither  real  nor  unreal.  It  is  not  unreal, 
like  a  man's  horn,  nor  real,  since  it  passes  away. 5  It  is  not, 
however,  to  be  regarded  as  indescribable,  since  such  a  thing 
cannot  exist.6 *  The  Samkhya  repudiates  the  view  that  regards 
the  world  as  a  reflection  of  what  is  not,  7  nor  is  the  world  a 
mere  idea.8  The  world  exists  in  its  eternal  form  of  prakrti 
and  passes  away  in  its  transitory  manifestations.  9  The  world 
has  phenomenal  reality  as  undergoing  transformations.10 
Cosmic  process  is  twofold  in  character,  creative  as  well  as 
destructive.  Creation  is  the  unfolding  of  the  different  orders 
from  the  original  prakrti,  and  destruction  is  the  dissolution 
of  them  into  the  original  prakrti.  As  a  result  of  the  dis¬ 
turbance  of  the  condition  of  equilibrium,  the  universe  is 
evolved  with  its  different  elements,  and  at  the  close  of  the 
world-period  the  products  return  by  a  reverse  movement  into 
the  preceding  stage  of  development,  and  so  finally  into  prakrti. 
Prakrti  remains  in  this  condition  until  the  time  arrives  for 
the  development  of  a  new  universe.  This  cycle  of  evolution 
and  reabsorption  has  never  had  a  beginning  and  will  never 
have  an  end  The  play  of  prakrti  does  not  cease  when  this 

1  Sa  khalv  ayam  kalo  vastu^unyo  'pi  buddhinirmanah  Sabdajnananupatl. 

*  Ksanastu  vastu  patitah  kramavalambi.  [Y.B. 

3  Tenaikena  ksanena  krtsno  lokah  parinamam  anubhavati. 

♦  So  the  Yogis  can  perceive  directly  both  the  moments  and  their  sequence 
(Y.B.,  iii.  52). 

5  S.P.S.,  V.  52-53- 

7  S.P.S.,  v.  55. 

9  Sadasatkhyatir  badhabadhat  (S.P.S.,  v.  56). 


6  S.P.S.,  v.  54. 
8  S.P.S.,  i.  42. 
10  S.P.B.,  i.  26. 
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or  that  individual  attains  release,1  though  the  emancipated 
are  unaffected  by  the  action  of  prakrti.  Though  prakrti  is 
one  only,  and  common  to  all  purusas,  it  manifests  itself  in 
many  ways  :  to  the  souls  in  bondage  it  evolves  into  many 
a  form  from  the  subtlest  to  the  grossest ;  and  to  the  freed 
it  retraces  its  steps  and  becomes  resolved  into  its  own  primeval 
form.  So  long  as  there  are  spectators,  the  play  of  prakrti 
goes  on.  When  all  souls  are  set  free,  the  play  is  over  and 
the  actors  retire.2  But  as  there  will  be  always  souls  struggling 
to  escape  out  of  entanglement  in  prakrti,  the  continuous 
rhythm  of  prakrti’s  activity  will  be  maintained  for  ever. 
Samsara  will  never  reach  its  end. 3  Since  the  state  of  disso¬ 
lution  is  the  normal  condition,  in  the  state  of  evolution  there 
is  a  tendency  to  lapse  into  dissolution.  When  the  desires  of 
all  purusas  require  that  there  should  be  a  temporary  cessation 
of  all  experience,  prakrti  returns  to  its  quiescent  state.  The 
gunas  are  so  finely  opposed  that  no  one  becomes  predominant. 
There  is  therefore  no  generation  of  new  things  and  qualities. 
Even  the  state  of  pralaya  is  intended  to  serve  the  interests 
of  purusas.  In  the  state  of  pralaya,  prakrti  is  not  inactive, 
though  its  changes  are  homogeneous. 


IX 

PURUSA 

All  organic  beings  have  a  principle  of  self-determination, 
to  which  the  name  of  “  soul  ”  is  generally  given.  In  the 
strict  sense  of  the  word,  "  soul  ”  belongs  to  every  being  that 
has  life  in  it,  and  the  different  souls  are  fundamentally 
identical  in  nature.  The  differences  are  due  to  the  physical 
organisations  that  obscure  and  thwart  the  life  of  the  soul. 
The  nature  of  the  bodies  in  which  the  souls  are  incorporated 
accounts  for  their  various  degrees  of  obscuration.  The  souls 
cannot  be  referred  to  the  same  principle  from  which  physical 
organisations  spring.  So  the  Samkhya  asserts  the  existence 
of  purusas  freed  from  all  the  accidents  of  finite  life  and  lifted 

1  S.P.S.,  iii.  66.  1  S.K.,  58-59  ;  S.P.S.,  iii.  63. 

3  Y.S.,  ii.  22  ;  S.P.B.,  ii.  4  ;  S.P.B.,  i.  159  ;  i.  67  ;  vi.  68.  69. 


280 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


above  time  and  change.  There  is  the  testimony  of  conscious¬ 
ness  that,  though  the  individual  is  in  one  aspect  a  particular 
finite  being  subject  to  all  the  accidents  and  changes  of 
mortality,  there  is  something  in  him  which  lifts  him  above 
them  all.  He  is  not  the  mind,  life  or  body,  but  the  informing 
and  sustaining  soul,  silent,  peaceful,  eternal,  that  possesses 
them.  When  the  facts  of  the  world  are  viewed  from  the 
epistemological  point  of  view,  we  get  a  classification  into 
subjects  on  the  one  side  and  objects  on  the  other.  The 
relation  between  any  subject  and  any  object  is  that  of  cogni¬ 
tion  or,  more  broadly,  experience.  The  Sarhkhya  regards  the 
knower  as  purusa  and  the  known  as  prakrti. 

The  Sarhkhya  puts  forward  several  arguments  to  establisk 
the  existence  of  purusas  1 :  (i)  The  aggregate  of  things  must 
exist  for  the  sake  of  another.  Gaudapada  says  that  even  as 
a  bed,  which  is  an  assemblage  of  different  parts,  is  for  the 
use  of  the  man  who  sleeps  upon  it,  so  “  this  world,  which  is 
an  assemblage  of  the  five  elements,  is  for  another’s  use  ; 
there  is  a  self  for  whose  enjoyment  this  enjoyable  body, 
consisting  of  intellect  and  the  rest,  has  been  produced.” 

(2)  All  knowable  objects  have  the  three  gunas,  and  they 
presuppose  a  self  who  is  their  seer  devoid  of  the  gunas. 

(3)  There  must  be  a  presiding  power,  a  pure  consciousness 
which  co-ordinates  all  experiences.  (4)  Since  prakrti  is  non- 
intelligent,  there  must  be  someone  to  experience  the  products 
of  prakrti.  (5)  There  is  the  striving  for  liberation  (kaivalya), 
which  implies  the  existence  of  a  purusa  with  qualities  opposed 
to  those  of  prakrti.  The  longing  for  escape  from  the  con¬ 
ditions  of  existence  means  the  reality  of  one  that  can  effect 
the  escape. 

What  is  the  nature  of  the  self  or  the  subject  conscious¬ 
ness  ?  It  is  not  the  body.  Consciousness  is  not  a  product 
of  the  elements,  since  it  is  not  present  in  them  separately, 
and  so  cannot  be  present  in  them  all  together.*  It  is  different 
from  the  senses, 3  since  the  latter  are  the  instruments  of  seeing 
and  not  the  seer.  The  senses  bring  about  modifications  in 
buddhi.  Purusa  is  different  from  buddhi,  since  the  latter  is 
non-conscious.  The  consolidation  of  our  experiences  into  a 

1  S.K.,  17;  S.P.S.,  i.  66;  Y.S.,  iv.  24. 

*  S.P.S.,  v.  129;  iii.  20-21. 


s  S.P.S.,  ii.  29. 
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systematic  whole  is  due  to  the  presence  of  the  self,  which 
holds  the  different  conscious  states  together.  The  self  is 
defined  as  pure  spirit,  different  from  the  body,  or  prakrti.1 
If  it  were  liable  to  change,  knowledge  would  be  impossible. 
As  its  character  is  consciousness,  it  helps  to  bring  the  products 
of  the  evolutionary  chain  into  self-consciousness.  It  illu¬ 
minates  the  whole  sphere  of  thought  and  feeling.  If  purusa 
underwent  transformation,  then  it  would  lapse  at  times,  and 
there  would  be  no  security  that  the  states  of  prakrti,  as 
pleasure  and  pain,  will  be  experienced.  Purusa’s  nature  as 
unfailing  light  (sadapraka^asvarupa)  does  not  change.2  It  is 
present  in  dreamless  sleep, 3  as  well  as  in  states  of  waking  and 
dreaming,  which  are  all  the  modifications  of  buddhi.  4  So 
purusa  exists,  though  it  is  neither  cause  nor  effect.  5  It  is 
the  light  by  which  we  see  that  there  is  such  a  thing  as  prakrti. 
It  does  not  depend  on  anything  else  for  illuminating  objects. 
Prakrti  and  its  products  are  not  self-manifested,  but  depend 
for  their  manifestation  on  the  light  of  purusa.  Consciousness, 
though  physically  mediated,  is  not  physically  explained. 
Buddhi,  manas,  and  the  like,  are  the  instruments  or  the  means  ; 
they  cannot  explain  the  end  of  consciousness  which  they 
subserve.  Purusa  is  only  consciousness  and  not  bliss,  for 
happiness  is  due  to  the  sattva  guna,  which  belongs  to  the 
side  of  prakrti.  The  duality  of  subject-object  is  involved  in 
pleasurable  experiences  as  much  as  in  painful  ones.  Pleasure 
and  pain  belong  to  the  buddhi.6  Moreover,  the  presence  of 
bliss  in  addition  to  consciousness  would  introduce  duality 
into  the  nature  of  purusa. 7  If  pain  constitutes  the  nature 
of  purusa,  no  liberation  is  possible.  Purusa  is  incapable  of 
movement,  and  on  attaining  release  it  does  not  go  anywhere.8 
It  is  not  of  limited  size,  since  then  it  would  be  made  up  of 
parts  and  so  be  destructible. 9  It  is  not  of  atomic  size,  for 
then  it  is  not  possible  to  account  for  its  cognition  of  all  bodily 
states.  It  does  not  participate  in  any  activity.  The  Samkhya 
denies  the  purusa  all  qualities,  since  otherwise  it  would  not 
be  capable  of  emancipation.  The  nature  of  a  thing  is 

1  S.P.S.,  vi.  i-2.  *  S.P.B.,  i.  75;  Y.S.,  iv.  18;  S.P.S.,  i.  146. 

3  S.P.S.,  i.  148.  4  S.P.B.,  i.  148.  5  S.P.S.,  i.  6i„ 

*  S.P.S.,  vi.  11.  7  v.  66.  8  S.P.S.,  i.  49.  S.K.,  3. 

9  i.  50. 
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inalienable,  and  happiness  and  misery  cannot  belong  to 
the  soul. 

There  are  many  selves,  since  experience  shows  that  men 
are  differently  endowed  physically,  morally  and  intellectually. 
There  are  many  conscious  beings  in  the  world,  each  regarding 
the  world  in  his  own  way,  and  with  an  independent  experience 
of  its  subjective  and  objective  processes.  The  differences  of 
outlook  cannot  be  due  to  the  operations  of  prakrti,  and  so 
it  is  argued  that  there  are  different  witnessing  consciousnesses. 
These  have  different  organs  and  actions  and  undergo  separate 
birth  and  death.1  One  goes  to  heaven,  the  other  goes  to 
hell.  The  Samkhya  lays  stress  on  the  numerical  distinctness 
of  the  streams  of  consciousness  as  well  as  the  individual  unity 
of  the  separate  streams.  While  we  cannot  account  for  the 
organised  unity  of  the  individual's  experiences  apart  from 
the  assumption  of  an  individual  subject,  the  distinctness  of 
the  different  unities  makes  for  a  plurality  of  selves.  If  the 
self  were  one,  all  should  become  free  if  any  one  attained 
freedom.3  If  the  self  is  opposed  in  nature  to  prakrti,  which 
is  one  and  common  to  all,  the  plurality  of  selves  follows. 
The  passages  of  the  scriptures  which  support  monism  are 
interpreted  as  referring  to  the  non-difference  of  essential 
properties.  3  They  imply  non-difference  in  kind  and  not 
homogeneity. 4  Freedom  is  not  coalescence  with  an  absolute 
spirit,  but  isolation  from  prakrti.  The  selves  lodged  in  the 
several  individuals  have  the  common  property  of  being  the 
silent  spectators  of  the  proceedings  of  the  products  of  prakrti 
with  which  they  are  temporarily  connected. 

The  Samkhya  view  of  purusa  is  determined  by  the  con¬ 
ception  of  Atman  in  the  Upanisads.5  It  is  without  beginning 
or  end,  without  any  qualities,  subtle  and  omnipresent,  an 
eternal  seer,  beyond  the  senses,  beyond  the  mind,  beyond 
the  sweep  of  intellect,  beyond  the  range  of  time,  space  and 
causality,  which  form  the  warp  and  woof  of  the  mosaic  of  the 
empirical  world.  It  is  unproduced  and  unproducing.  Its 
eternity  is  not  merely  everlastingness,  but  immutability  and 

1  S  P.S.,  vi.  45  ;  i  149  and  150.  *  S.K.,  18. 

B  S.P.S.,  v.  61  ;  S.P.B.,  i.  154 

4  Vaidharmyaviraha,  and  not  akhandata 

B  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  3.  16  ;  Svet.,  vi  11  and  19  ;  Amrtabindu,  v.  10. 
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perfection.  It  is  of  the  form  of  consciousness  (cidrupa), 
though  it  does  not  know  all  things  in  the  empirical  sense, 
for  empirical  cognition  is  possible  only  through  the  limitations 
of  body.  When  the  self  is  set  free  from  these  limits,  it  has 
no  cognition  of  modifications,  but  remains  in  its  own 
nature.1  Purusa  is  unrelated  to  prakrti.2  It  is  mere  witness, 
a  solitary,  indifferent,  passive  spectator. 3  The  characteristics 
of  prakrti  and  purusa  are  opposed  in  nature.  Prakrti  is 
non-consciousness  (acetanam),  while  purusa  is  consciousness 
(sacetanam).  Prakrti  is  active  and  ever-revolving,  while 
purusa  is  inactive  (akarta).  Purusa  is  unalterably  constant, 
while  prakrti  is  so  alterably.  Prakrti  is  characterised  by  the 
three  gunas,  while  purusa  is  devoid  of  the  gunas  ;  prakrti  is 
the  object,  while  purusa  is  the  subject. 


X 

The  Empirical  Individual 

The  Jiva  is  the  self  distinguished  by  the  conjunction  of 
the  senses  and  limited  by  the  body. 4  Vijnanabhiksu  says 
that  purusa  with  ahamkara  is  the  jiva,  and  not  purusa  in 
itself.  5  While  the  pure  self  remains  beyond  buddhi,  the 
reflection  of  purusa  in  buddhi  appears  as  the  ego,  the  cogniser 
of  all  our  states,  pleasures  and  pains  included.  We  have  the 
notion  of  self  in  buddhi  when  we  do  not  know  that  the  self 
is  beyond  buddhi  and  different  from  it  in  character  and 
knowledge.6  Each  buddhi,  with  its  grasp  of  senses  and  the  like, 
is  an  isolated  organism  determined  by  its  past  karma, 7  and 
has  its  own  peculiarly  associated  ignorance  (avidya).  The 
ego  is  the  psychological  unity  of  that  stream  of  conscious 
experiencing  which  constitutes  what  we  know  as  the  inner 
life  of  an  empirical  self.  This  unity  is  a  temporal  one,  which 
is  ever  changing,  and  not  the  purusa,  which  is  timelessly 

1  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  vi.  59.  *  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  3.  15. 

3  S.K.,  19.  Cp.  Manibhadra  on  Haribhadra’s  Saddarsanasamuccaya.  41. 

Amurtas  cetano  bhogl  nityah  sarvagato  'kriyal? 

Akarta  nirgunalj  suksma  atma  kapiladarsane. 

4  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  vi.  63.  5  S.P.B.,  vi.  63. 

6  Y.S.,  ii.  6.  7  S.P.B.,  ii.  46. 
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present  as  the  presupposition  of  the  temporal  unity.  While 
the  purusa  is  the  self  which  is  eternally  one  with  itself,  the 
jiva  is  an  item  in  the  natural  world.  The  egos  are  existences 
in  a  world  of  existences  and  alongside  of  them,  and  are  no 
more  ultimately  real  than  material  things.  The  egos  may  be 
experienced  by  us  as  other  existences  are,  though  differently 
from  them.  Every  ego  possesses  within  the  gross  material 
body,  which  suffers  dissolution  at  death,  a  subtle  body  formed 
of  the  psychical  apparatus,  including  the  senses.  This  subtle 
body  is  the  basis  of  rebirth,1  as  well  as  the  principle  of  personal 
identity  in  the  various  existences.  The  subtle  body,  which 
retains  the  traces  of  all  our  experiences,  is  called  the  linga, 
or  the  mark  distinguishing  the  purusa.  The  lingas  are  the 
empirical  characteristics  without  which  the  different  purusas 
cannot  be  distinguished.  As  products  of  prakrti,  they  have 
the  three  gunas.  The  specific  character  of  the  linga  depends 
on  the  combination  of  the  gunas.  Each  life-history  has  its 
own  linga.  So  long  as  the  subtle  body  is  present,  there  will 
be  embodied  existence  and  rebirth.  In  the  lowest  animal 
stage  the  tamas  predominates,  since  we  notice  that  the  life 
of  an  animal  is  characterised  by  ignorance  and  stupidity 
The  faculties  of  memory  and  imagination  are  but  imperfectly 
developed,  so  that  the  pleasure  or  pain  experienced  by  the 
animals  is  neither  long  nor  intense.  Since  the  sattva  nature 
is  very  low,  the  knowledge  of  animals  is  but  a  means  to 
present  action.  When  rajas  becomes  more  predominant,  the 
purusa  enters  the  human  world.  The  human  beings  are 

restless,  and  strive  for  liberation  and  freedom  from  pain. 

When  sattva  predominates,  the  saving  knowledge  is  obtained, 
and  prakrti  no  longer  binds  the  ego  to  the  misery  of  existence. 
The  released  soul  is  a  disinterested  spectator  of  the  world 
show.  At  death,  the  bond  between  purusa  and  prakrti  is 
dissolved,  and  the  released  soul  is  freed  absolutely.  The 

changes,  i.e.  release  and  bondage,  belong  to  the  subtle  body 

attached  to  the  purusa,  which  ever  remains  pure  conscious¬ 
ness,  though  it  forgets  its  true  nature  so  long  as  the  subtle 
body  abounds  in  rajas  and  tamas.  The  purusas  in  all  the 
subtle  bodies  are  of  the  same  kind,  and  the  subtle  bodies 
themselves  which  differentiate  them  belong  to  one  continuous 

1  S.P.S.,  iii.  16. 
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evolution  in  prakrti.  The  evolution  hypothesis  links  man  in 
blood  relationship  with  every  other  form  of  life,  animal  as 
well  as  vegetable. 

The  empirical  self  is  the  mixture  of  free  spirit  and 
mechanism,  of  purusa  and  prakrti.  Through  the  union  of 
purusa  and  prakrti,  the  subtle  body,  which  is  a  product  of 
prakrti,  becomes  conscious,  though  it  is  in  itself  non-conscious. 
It  is  subject  to  pleasure  and  pain,  action  and  its  fruits,  and 
rotates  in  the  round  of  rebirth.  The  atman  or  the  purusa 
is  quite  indifferent  to  worldly  concerns.  Activity  belongs 
to  the  buddhi,  one  of  the  products  of  prakrti  ;  nevertheless, 
on  account  of  its  union  with  purusa,  the  indifferent  purusa 
appears  as  an  actor.  Actual  agency  belongs  to  antahkarana. 
or  the  inner  organ,  which  is  lighted  up  by  purusa.1  The 
unconscious  antahkarana  cannot  by  itself  be  the  agent,  but 
it  is  invested  with  consciousness.  This  investment  or  illu¬ 
mination  of  antahkarana  consists  in  a  particular  conjunctior 
of  it  with  consciousness,  which  is  eternally  shining ;  con¬ 
sciousness  does  not  pass  into  the  antahkarana,  but  is  only 
reflected  in  it.  This  conjunction  of  purusa  with  prakrti  is  of 
course  not  a  permanent  one.  Purusa  allies  itself  with  prakrti 
in  order  that  the  nature  of  the  latter  may  be  revealed  to  itself 
and  that  it  may  attain  freedom  from  association  with  prakrti. 
Prakrti  underlies  both  psychical  and  physical  phenomena. 
Its  constituents  behave  in  the  one  case  as  the  subject  or  the 
perceiver,  and  in  the  other  as  the  object  or  the  perceived. 
The  two  represent  different  orders  of  development.2  Prakrti 
acts  and  purusa  enjoys  the  fruits  of  action.  Happiness  and 
misery  belong  to  the  modes  of  prakrti,  and  purusa  is  said 
to  experience  them  through  its  ignorance. 3  The  light  of 
consciousness  is  attributed  to  the  workings  of  prakrti;  and 
purusa,  passively  observing  the  workings  of  prakrti,  forgets 
its  true  nature,  and  is  deluded  into  the  belief  that  it  thinks, 
feels  and  acts.  It  identifies  itself  with  a  particular  finite 
form  of  existence,  animal  body,  and  is  thus  shut  out  from 

1  S.P.S.,  i.  99. 

1  Cp.  Vacaspati :  “  Gunanam  dvairupyam  vyavaseyatmakatvam,  vyava- 
sayatmakatvarh  ca.  Tatra  vyavaseyatmakatam  grahyatam  asthaya  panca- 
tanmatrani  bhutabhautikani  .  .  .  vyavasayatmakatvam  tu  grahapasvarupam 
asthaya  sahamkaranlndriyapi  "  (TattvavaiSdradi,  iii.  47). 

3  Tattvakaumudl,  5. 
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the  true  life.  Losing  the  peace  of  eternity,  it  enters  the 
unrest  of  time.  Purusa  does  not  move,  though  the  body 
which  invests  it  moves  from  place  to  place.  Purusa,  which 
is  passive  and  supposed  to  give  consent  or  withdrawal,  is  but 
a  name  for  a  movement  which  takes  place  in  prakrti.  Though 
not  an  agent,  the  purusa  appears  as  an  agent,  through  con¬ 
fusion  with  the  agency  of  prakrti,  even  as  prakrti  through 
proximity  to  purusa  appears  to  be  conscious.1  The  experience 
of  pain  (duhkhasaksatkara)  is  only  in  the  form  of  reflection, 
which  is  of  the  modification  (vrtti)  of  the  upadhi.2  The  real 
bondage  is  of  the  citta,  while  only  its  shadow  falls  on  the 
purusa. 

The  narrow  and  limited  existence  of  the  jiva  is  not  due  to 
the  essential  nature  of  the  soul  as  purusa  ;  it  is  the  result  of 
a  fall  from  its  original  estate.  The  experience  of  purusa 
means  only  the  reception  of  the  reflections  of  objects. 3  When 
prakrti  acts,  the  purusa  experiences  the  fruits,  since  the 
activity  of  prakrti  is  intended  for  the  experience  of  purusa.4 
Strictly  speaking,  even  this  experiencing  is  due  to  abhimana 
(sense  of  selfhood),  born  of  aviveka  (non-discrimination). 5 
When  the  truth  is  known,  there  is  neither  pleasure  nor  pain, 
neither  agency  nor  enjoyment.6 

The  Samkhya  account  of  purusa  and  jiva  resembles  in  many  respects 
the  Advaita  Vedanta  account  of  the  atman  and  the  individual  ego. 
The  atman,  according  to  the  Advaita  Vedanta,  is  free  from  action, 
from  the  encumbrances  of  body  and  mind  which  involve  us  in  action. 
The  atman  seems  to  act  on  account  of  its  accidents.  The  uncon¬ 
ditioned  purusa  or  atman  is  regarded  as  jiva,  when  it  is  confused  with 
the  narrow  bounds  of  individuality.  Strictly  speaking,  individuality 
belongs  to  the  suksmaSarlra  in  the  Advaita  and  the  linga£arira  in  the 
Samkhya.  Vijfianabhiksu  speaks  of  a  mutual  reflection,  which  is 
to  some  extent  akin  to  the  pratibimbavada  of  the  Advaita  Vedanta, 
which  holds  that  the  atman  is  reflected  in  the  antahkarana,  or  the 
inner  organ.  This  cidabhasa,  or  appearance  of  cit,  is  the  individual 
self  or  jiva. 

The  Samkhya  theory  is  evidently  a  compromise  between 
the  empirical  view  of  the  soul  struggling  for  release  and  the 

1  S.K.,  20  and  22;  S.P.S.,  i.  162-3;  Y.S.,  ii  17;  B.G.,  viii.  21; 
Kafha  Up.,  iii.  4. 

1  S.P.B.,  i.  17. 

3  Purusasya  visayabhogah  pratibimbadanamatram  (S.P.B  ,  i.  104). 

4  S.P.S.,  i.  105  5  S.P.S.,  i.  106.  6  S.P.S.,  i.  107. 
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metaphysical  view  of  the  Advaita  Vedanta,  that  the  infinite 
and  passionless  soul  is  incapable  of  submitting  to  bondage. 
So,  it  is  said,  that  though  the  purusa  remains  in  its  essence 
eternally  unchanged,  still  it  experiences  the  reflection  of  the 
suffering  which  goes  on.  Even  as  a  crystal  allows  a  red 
flower  to  be  seen  through  it  without  itself  becoming  red,  the 
soul  remains  unchanged,  though  the  illusion  of  its  suffering 
or  joy  may  be  present  in  consciousness.  Vijnanabhiksu 
quotes  a  verse  from  the  Surya  Pur  ana  to  the  effect :  “As  a 
pure  crystal  is  observed  by  people  to  be  red  on  account  of 
the  superimposition  of  some  red-coloured  stuff,  so  is  the 
great  purusa.”  1  Samkara  uses  the  analogy  of  the  crystal 
vase  which  appears  red  on  account  of  the  red  flowers  in  it, 
though  it  is  itself  devoid  of  any  taint  or  tinge. 2  If  the 
purusa  appears  affected  or  disturbed,  this  appearance  is  due 
to  the  mind  with  which  it  is  for  a  time  associated.  The 
association  does  not  leave  any  permanent  or  temporary 
impression  on  the  self.  Since  there  is  no  real  contact,  there 
are  no  traces  left  behind. 


XI 

Purusa  and  Prakrti 

The  most  perplexing  point  of  the  Samkhya  system  is  the 
problem  of  the  relation  between  purusa  and  prakrti.  We 
have  already  seen  that  the  evolution  of  prakrti  has  not  only 
a  certain  glamour,  but  has  also  a  design  in  its  adaptation  to 
the  realisation  of  spiritual  ends. 3  Prakrti  evolves  a  world 
full  of  woe  and  desolation  to  raise  the  soul  from  its  slumber. 
The  unrolling  of  the  tragedy  of  the  world  is  said  to  be  necessary 
for  the  self,  which  remains  inactive,  though  it  sees  all  that 
is  presented  to  it.  Serviceability  to  purusa  is  acknowledged 

*  Yatha  hi  kevalo  raktah  sphatiko  laksyate  janaih 

Ranjakadyupadhanena  tadvat  paramapurusah.  (S.P.B.,  i.  19.) 

The  purusa.  passively  indifferent,  appears  as  if  he  were  an  agent  owing 
to  the  influence  of  the  three  gunas.  Cp. 

Prakrteh  karyam  nityaika  prakrtir  jada 

Prakrtes  trigunavesad  udasino  ’pi  kartrvad.  (S.S.S.S.,  ix.  15.) 

1  Atmabodha.  3  S.P  S.,  ii.  i  ;  iii.  58. 
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to  be  the  end  of  the  activities  of  prakrti,1  though  parkrti  is 
not  conscious  of  this  end.  While  the  Samkhya  eliminates 
mythological  miracle-working,  it  admits  an  immanent  tele¬ 
ology.  It  is  a  sublime  thought  to  trace  the  grandeur  of  the 
cosmos  and  the  marvellous  arrangement  of  the  world  to  the 
activity  of  prakrti,  which,  though  mechanical,  effects  results 
which  suggest  strongly  the  wisest  computation  of  sagacity. 
But  the  Sarnkhya  is  clear  that  the  activity  of  prakrti  is  not 
due  to  conscious  reflection.2  The  analogies  employed  by  the 
Samkhya  do  not  carry  us  very  far.  The  non-intelligent 
prakrti  is  said  to  act  even  as  the  non-intelligent  trees  grow 
fruits, 3  or  even  as  the  milk  of  the  cow  is  secreted  for  the 
purpose  of  nourishing  the  calf.  Mechanism  does  not  explain 
itself,  nor  can  the  products  of  prakrti  be  regarded  as  the 
mechanical  results  of  the  lower  conditions.  If  prakrti  were 
spontaneously  active,  then  there  can  be  no  liberation,  since 
its  activity  will  be  unceasing ;  if  it  were  spontaneously 
inactive,  then  the  course  of  mundane  existence  would  at 
once  cease  to  go  on.  The  Samkhya  admits  that  the  activity 
of  prakrti  implies  a  mover  not  itself  in  motion,  though  it 
produces  movement.  The  evolution  of  prakrti  implies 
spiritual  agency.  But  the  spiritual  centres  admitted  by 
the  Samkhya  are  incapable  of  exerting  any  direct  influence 
on  prakrti ;  the  Samkhya  says  that  the  mere  presence  of 
the  purusas  excites  prakrti  to  activity  and  development. 
Though  purusa  is  not  endowed  with  creative  might,  prakrti, 
which  produces  the  manifold  universe,  is  so  on  account  of 
its  union  with  purusa.  Prakrti  is  blind,  but  with  the  guidance 
of  purusa  it  produces  the  manifold  world.  The  union  of  the 
two  is  compared  to  a  lame  man  of  good  vision  mounted  on 
the  shoulders  of  a  blind  man  of  sure  foot. 4  The  collective 

1  S.K.,  56.  The  Samkhya  view  of  prakrti  is  different  from  the  view 
of  nature  popularised  by  Huxley  in  his  Romanes  Lecture  or  by  Hardy’s 
lines  : — 

**  .  .  .  Some  Vast  Imbecility, 

Mighty  to  build  and  blend. 

But  Impotent  to  tend. 

.  .  An  Automaton, 

Unconscious  of  our  pains.” 

*  SP.S„  iii.  61.  3  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  ii.  i. 

4  S.K.,  21.  Gaudapada  says:  “As  a  lame  man  and  a  blind  man, 
deserted  by  their  fellow  travellers,  who,  in  making  their  way  with  difficulty 
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influence  of  the  innumerable  selves  which  contemplate  the 
movement  of  prakrti  is  responsible  for  the  evolution  of  the 
latter.  The  disturbance  of  the  equilibrium  of  the  gunas 
which  sets  up  the  process  of  evolution  is  due  to  the  action 
of  the  purusas  on  prakrti.1  The  presence  of  the  purusas 
disturbs  the  balance  of  the  forces  which  keep  each  other  at 
rest.  At  the  beginning  of  the  evolutionary  process  we  have 
prakrti  in  a  state  of  quiescence  and  numberless  purusas  equally 
quiescent,  but  exerting  on  prakrti  a  mechanical  force.  This 
upsets  the  equilibrium  of  prakrti  and  initiates  a  movement 
which,  at  first,  takes  the  form  of  development  *nd,  later,  of 
decay  and  collapse.  Prakrti,  again,  returns  to  its  quiescent 
condition,  to  be  again  excited  by  the  purusas.  The  process 
will  continue  until  all  the  selves  are  freed.  So  the  first  cause, 
as  well  as  the  final  cause,  of  the  cosmic  process  is  purusa. 
But  the  causation  of  purusa  is  purely  mechanical,  being  due 
not  to  its  volition  but  to  its  mere  proximity.  Purusa  moves 
the  world  by  a  kind  of  action  which  is  not  movement.  It  is 
compared  to  the  attraction  of  a  magnet  for  iron.3  The  purusa 
of  the  Samkhya  is  not  unlike  the  God  of  Aristotle.  Though 
Aristotle  affirms  a  transcendant  God  as  the  origin  of  the 
motion  of  the  world,  he  denies  to  his  God  any  activity  within 
the  world.  God,  according  to  Aristotle,  is  a  purely  contem- 

through  a  forest,  had  been  dispersed  by  robbers,  happening  to  encounter 
each  other,  and  entering  into  conversation  so  as  to  inspire  mutual  confidence, 
agreed  to  divide  between  them  the  duties  of  walking  and  of  seeing.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  lame  man  was  mounted  on  the  blind  man’s  shoulders,  and  was 
thus  carried  on  his  journey,  whilst  the  blind  man  was  enabled  to  pursue 
his  route  by  the  directions  of  his  companion.  In  the  same  manner  the 
faculty  of  seeing  is  in  the  soul,  though  not  that  of  moving — it  is  like  the 
lame  man  ;  the  faculty  of  moving  is  in  prakrti,  but  not  of  seeing,  which 
resembles,  therefore,  the  blind  man.  Further,  as  a  separation  takes  place 
between  the  lame  man  and  the  blind  man,  when  their  mutual  object  is 
accomplished  and  when  they  have  reached  the  end  of  the  journey,  so 
prakrti,  having  effected  the  liberation  of  the  purusa,  ceases  to  act ;  and 
purusa,  having  contemplated  prakrti,  obtains  freedom  ;  and  so,  their 
respective  purposes  being  effected,  the  connection  between  them  is  dis¬ 
solved  ”  ( Bhasya  on  Karikd,  p.  21). 

1  Any  system  of  constructive  evolutionary  philosophy  needs  an  organ¬ 
ising  principle,  a  nisus  or  an  elan.  Alexander,  who  gets  down  at  the  base 
of  the  pyramid  to  a  kind  of  space-time,  makes  time  the  energising  factor. 
Hobhouse,  in  his  preface  to  the  second  edition  of  Mind  in  Evolution,  urges 
that  mind  in  some  form  is  the  driving  force  of  all  evolution.  Lloyd  Morgan 
attributes  this  function  to  God  in  his  Emergent  Evolution. 

*  S.K.,  57  ;  S.P.S.,  i.  q6. 
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plative  being  shut  up  within  himself,  so  that  he  can  neither 
act  upon  the  universe  nor  take  cognisance  of  it.  God,  the 
first  mover,  is  said  to  move  the  world  by  being  the  object 
after  which  the  whole  creation  strives,  and  not  as  if  it  were 
in  any  way  determined  by  his  action.  Concern  with  the  affairs 
of  the  world  would  destroy  the  completeness  of  God’s  life. 
So  God,  who  is  pure  intelligence,  though  himself  unmoved, 
moves  the  world  by  his  mere  being.  The  further  development 
of  things  arises  from  their  own  nature.  But  purusa  is  said 
to  be  outside  prakrti,  and  its  influence  on  prakrti,  though 
real,  is  unintelligible.  The  relation  between  the  two  is  a 
mystery  which  encompasses  us,  though  we  cannot  penetrate  it.1 
We  cannot  say  that  prakrti  acts  with  reference  to  the  end  of 
the  purusas,  since  the  latter  are  eternally  free  and  are  incapable 
of  enjoying  the  activities  of  prakrti.  It  follows  that  the 
activities  of  prakrti  are  meant  for  the  consumption  of  the 
jivas,  who,  on  account  of  imperfect  insight,  identify  them¬ 
selves  with  their  lingasariras,  or  subtle  bodies,  possess  desires 
and  stand  in  need  of  discriminative  knowledge.  So  prakrti 
produces  beings  who  are  bound  to  suffer  in  order  to  give 
them  an  opportunity  of  extricating  themselves.2 

The  real  purusa  has  relations  with  a  real  world  on  account 
of  a  fancied  relation  between  the  two.  So  long  as  this  fancied 
relation  subsists,  prakrti  acts  towards  it.  When  the  purusa 
recognises  its  distinction  from  the  ever-evolving  and  dissolving 

1  Cp.  S.B.,  ii.  2.  6.  £amkara,  discussing  the  question  of  the  purpose 
of  the  activities  of  prakrti,  whether  it  is  the  enjoyment  (bhoga)  or  release 
(moksa)  of  souls,  says  :  “If  enjoyment,  what  enjoyment  can  belong  to  the 
soul  incapable  of  any  accretion  (of  pleasure  or  pain)  ?  Moreover,  there  would 
in  that  case  be  no  opportunity  for  release  (since  the  soul  as  inactive  cannot 
aim  at  release,  while  pradhana  aims  only  at  the  soul’s  undergoing  varied 
experience).  If  the  object  were  release,  the  activity  of  pradhana  would  be 
purposeless,  since  even  antecedent  to  it  the  soul  is  in  the  state  of  release. 
If  both  enjoyment  and  release,  then,  on  account  of  the  infinite  number  of 
the  objects  of  pradhana  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  soul,  there  would  be  no 
opportunity  for  final  release.  Nor  can  the  satisfaction  of  a  desire  be  regarded 
as  the  purpose  of  the  activity  of  pradhana,  since  neither  the  non-in telligent 
pradhana  nor  the  essentially  pure  soul  can  feel  any  desire.  If,  finally,  you 
assume  that  the  pradhana  is  active,  since  otherwise  the  power  of  sight 
(belonging  to  the  soul  as  intelligence)  and  the  creative  power  (of  the  pradhana) 
would  be  purposeless,  it  would  follow  that,  since  the  two  do  not  cease  at 
any  time,  the  apparent  world  would  never  come  to  an  end,  so  that  final 
release  of  the  soul  is  impossible.” 

*  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  ii.  i. 
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world  of  prakrti,  the  latter  ceases  to  operate  towards  it.1 
The  efficient  cause  of  prakrti’s  development  is  not  the  mere 
presence  of  the  purusas,  for  they  are  always  present,  but 
their  non-discrimination. 

Prior  to  the  transformation  of  prakrti  into  mahat,  etc.,  there  is 
only  non-discrimination.  Adrsta,  or  unseen  merit  or  demerit,  is  as  yet 
unproduced,  since  it  is  a  product  of  mahat  and  appears  subsequent 
to  the  initial  action  of  prakrti.  Adrsta,  acquired  in  the  previous 
creation,  is  of  no  help,  since  it  is  different  for  different  individuals, 
and  at  the  moment  of  creation  the  different  adrstas  are  not  distributed 
to  the  different  selves.  In  the  last  analysis,  the  cause  of  the  activity 
of  prakrti  is  non-discrimination,*  since  the  connection  with  karma  is 
only  an  effect  of  non-discrimination. 3  This  non-discrimination  brings 
about  a  temporary  union  between  purusa  and  prakrti ;  the  union, 
however,  is  not  real,  since  it  dissolves  on  the  rise  of  true  knowledge. 

Prakrti  has  caught  purusas  somehow  in  her  web.  No  cause  is 
assigned  to  account  for  the  original  entanglement  of  the  eternal  souls, 
once  free,  in  the  equally  eternal  prakrti.  Only  the  fact  is  noticed 
that  the  purusas  are  caught  in  the  meshes  of  prakrti  apparently  with¬ 
out  their  consent.  It  is  due  to  non-discrimination  which  has  no 
beginning.  If  it  had  a  beginning,  then,  prior  to  it,  the  souls  would 
have  been  in  release  and  after  it,  in  bondage.  This  would  mean  the 
bondage  of  the  released. 

We  cannot  say  by  what  avidya  is  caused.  So  it  is  regarded  as 
beginningless,  though  it  may  have  an  end. 4  Aviveka  is  said  to  be  the 
cause  of  the  conjunction  (samyoga)  between  purusa  and  prakrti. 5 
The  former,  which  is  the  cause,  exists  even  in  pralaya  or  dissolution, 
though  not  the  latter.  This  conjunction  is  not  a  real  change  (parinama), 
since  no  new  properties  are  produced  in  the  purusa.  The  relation 
between  the  two  is  sometimes  viewed  as  that  of  the  enjoyer  and  the 
enjoyable.6 


XII 

Purusa  and  Buddhi 

Of  all  the  evolutes  of  prakrti,  buddhi  is  the  most  important. 
The  senses  present  their  objects  to  buddhi,  which  exhibits 
them  to  purusa.  It  is  buddhi  that  discriminates  the  difference 

1  S.K.,  6i  ;  S.P.S.,  iii.  70.  *  Y.S.,  ii.  24. 

3  S.P  S.,  iii.  67.  4  See  S.P.S.,  vi.  12-15. 

5  S.P.B.,  i.  19  ;  Y.S.,  ii.  23-24. 

6  S.P.B.,  i.  19.  Vijnanabhiksu  disputes  it  on  the  ground  that  if  the 
relation  is  eternal,  it  cannot  be  terminated  by  knowledge,  and  if  it  is  non¬ 
eternal,  it  may  as  well  be  called  conjunction  (samyoga). 

vol.  n  j  10* 
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between  purusa  and  prakrti  and  accomplishes,  for  purusa, 
the  fruition  of  all  that  is  to  be  experienced.1  Buddhi,  by 
means  of  the  reflection  of  purusa,  which  is  adjacent  to  it, 
becomes  verily  of  its  form  and  accomplishes  its  experience 
of  all  objects.  Though  buddhi  is  a  product  of  prakrti  and 
so  non-conscious  in  character,  still  it  appears  as  if  intelligent.2 
Purusa  does  not  transfer  its  characteristics  of  consciousness  to 
buddhi.  “  Because  of  the  transparency  of  prakrti  in  her 
sattva  part,  the  purusa  reflected  therein  mistakes  the  sense 
of  selfhood  and  agency  (abhimana)  of  prakrti  as  belonging  to 
itself.  This  misconception  is  in  the  self  also  as  reflected  in 
Drakrti  and  not  in  the  self  as  such  ;  even  as  the  motionless 
.noon  reflected  in  water  moves  through  the  motion  of  water." 3 
Vacaspati  holds  that  there  can  be  no  contact  (samyoga) 
between  purusa  and  the  state  of  buddhi,  since  they  belong 
to  two  different  orders  of  reality  ;  and  so  it  is  said  that  there 
is  a  reflection  of  purusa  in  buddhi  which  makes  the  latter 
conscious.  The  ego  is  the  seeming  unity  of  buddhi  and 
purusa.  When  purusa  sees  there  is  a  modification  of  buddhi 
simultaneous  with  it.  When  buddhi  suffers  modification,  it 
catches  a  glimpse  of  purusa,  so  that  the  contact  (samyoga) 
of  purusa  and  prakrti  is  simultaneous  with  the  unity  of  the 
reflecting  purusa  and  the  particular  transformation  of  buddhi. 
The  relation  between  purusa  and  prakrti  associated  with  it 
is  such  that  whatever  mental  phenomena  happen  in  the  mind 
are  interpreted  as  the  experiences  of  the  purusa.  Even  non¬ 
discrimination  belongs  to  buddhi,  and  in  bondage  it  is  reflected 
in  purusa.  4 

Purusa  is  said  to  be  immediately  connected  with  the 
buddhi  pertaining  to  it,  and  indirectly  with  the  rest.  So 
Vijnanabhiksu  says  that  while  purusa  is  the  saksin  of  buddhi, 
i.e.  the  witness  of  the  states  of  buddhi  without  any  inter¬ 
mediary,  it  is  the  beholder  (drasta)  of  others  through  the  aid 
of  buddhi.  The  free  and  indifferent  purusa  becomes  the 
saksin  when  connected  with  buddhi.  5  If  a  real  connection 

1  S.K.,  37  ;  S.P.B.,  i.  161. 

1  Cetanavad  iva  (S.K  ,  20).  See  also  S.K.,  60. 

$  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  vi.  59. 

«  Cp.  S.P.B.,  i.  19.  “  Birth  means  conjunction  with  an  individual  buddhi. 

It  is  by  reason  of  the  conjunction  of  buddhi  as  an  upadhi  that  conjunction 
of  pain  takes  place  in  the  puru§a.”  5  S  P.S.,  vi.  50. 
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between  soul  and  body  is  asserted,  then  the  imperfections  of 
the  latter  will  have  to  be  attributed  to  the  former.  This  will 
prejudice  the  Samkhya  theory  of  the  essential  purity  of  the 
soul.  Bondage  is  the  reflection  in  purusa  of  the  impurities 
of  buddhi.  Release  is  the  removal  of  this  reflection  con¬ 
sequent  on  the  recovery  by  buddhi  of  its  original  purity, 
i.e.  dissolution  into  prakrti.  To  say  that  the  activity  of 
prakrti  is  for  the  benefit  of  purusa  is  a  figurative  way  of 
saying  that  it  is  for  the  purification  of  buddhi.  While  buddhi 
is  in  itself  sattvika,  in  any  individual  it  is  rajasa  or  tamasa, 
on  account  of  the  contaminating  influences  of  its  past  life. 
The  feeling  of  pain  or  pleasure  which  we  experience  arises 
from  the  interaction  of  buddhi  and  the  objective  world  with 
purusa  as  the  onlooker.  While  buddhi  should  give  rise  only 
to  pleasure,  on  account  of  the  play  of  its  acquired  influences, 
it  brings  about  painful  results.  This  is  why  the  same  thing 
affects  different  persons  differently.  Every  object  appre¬ 
hended  is  viewed  through  the  distracting  medium  of  indi¬ 
vidual  purpose.  Thus,  what  is  pleasant  to  one  is  unpleasant 
to  another,  or  to  the  same  person  at  a  different  time.  We 
generally  live  in  worlds  of  our  own,  where  we  over-estimate 
our  particular  needs  and  purposes  and  set  a  conventional 
value  on  our  preferences.  Our  ordinary  lives  are  bound  up 
with  our  selfish  desires  and  give  rise  to  pain  mixed  with 
some  amount  of  uncertain  pleasure.  If  we  purify  our  buddhi, 
get  rid  of  our  past  tendencies,  then  we  shall  be  in  a  position 
to  look  at  things,  not  as  related  to  us,  but  as  related  among 
themselves,  i.e.  absolutely.  When  buddhi  is  dominated  by 
sattva,  it  gives  rise  to  true  knowledge;  by  rajas,  to  desire; 
and  by  tamas,  to  false  knowledge  and  the  like.1 

XIII 

The  Mechanism  of  Knowledge 

In  all  knowledge,  three  factors  are  involved  :  the  object 
known,  the  subject  knowing,  and  the  process  of  knowledge. 
In  the  Samkhya  philosophy  “  the  pure  consciousness  is  the 

1  Sattvam  yatharthajnanahetu'h,  rajo  ragahetuh,  tamo  viparltainanadL 
hetu^i. 
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knower  (pramatr)  ;  the  modification  (vrtti)  is  the  pramana  ; 
prama  is  the  reflection  in  consciousness  of  the  modifications 
in  the  form  of  the  objects.  The  knowable  is  the  subject 
matter  of  the  reflected  modifications.”  1  Experience  belongs 
to  purusa.2  Buddhi  (intellect),  ahamkara  (self-sense),  manas 
(mind),  and  the  senses  constitute  the  apparatus  by  means  of 
which  the  external  object  is  apprehended  by  the  subject- 
When  an  object  excites  the  senses,  the  manas  3  arranges  the 
sense-impressions  into  a  percept,  the  self-sense  refers  it  to 
the  self,  and  the  buddhi  forms  the  concept. 4  Buddhi,  spread 
over  the  whole  body,  contains  the  impressions  (samskaras) 
and  tendencies  (vasanas)  of  past  lives,  which  are  revived  under 
suitable  conditions.  “  By  means  of  the  contact  with  objects 
through  the  channels  of  the  senses,  or  by  means  of  the  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  inferential  mark  and  the  like,  is  first  produced  a 
modification  of  buddhi  in  the  form  of  the  object  to  be  cognised. 
This  modification,  tinged  with  the  object,  enters  on  (the  field 
of  union  of)  the  purusa  by  the  form  of  a  reflection  and  shines 
there,  since  purusa,  who  is  not  liable  to  transformation,  cannot 
possibly  be  modified  into  the  form  of  the  object.”  If  appre¬ 
hension  of  the  object  means  the  assumption  of  the  form  of 
the  object,  such  a  transformation  is  not  possible  with  the 
purusa  ;  so  buddhi  is  said  to  be  modified.  For  the  modifica¬ 
tion  to  be  manifested,  there  must  be  the  reflection  of  buddhi 
in  consciousness.  5  This  reflection  is  determined  by  the 
modification  of  the  buddhi.  The  reflection  in  purusa  lasts 
only  so  long  as  that  which  is  reflected  is  present.  The 
reflection  in  purusa  of  the  modification  of  buddhi  is  not 
subsequent  to  but  simultaneous  with  the  modification.  When, 

*  S.P.B.,  i.  87.  *  S.P.S.,  i.  143. 

3  Manas  is  recognised  as  an  eleventh  sense  for  several  reasons.  If  the 
eternal  purusa  were  itself  associated  with  the  objects  of  pleasure  and  pain, 
then  there  could  be  no  liberation.  If  the  connection  with  objects  took 
place  in  dependence  on  prakrti,  then  there  could  be  no  liberation,  since 
prakrti  is  eternal.  If  the  non-eternal  objects,  jars,  etc.,  were  associated 
with  the  eternal  intelligence  of  purusa,  then  there  could  be  no  such  dis¬ 
tinction  as  seen  and  unseen,  since  all  things  now  existing  would  necessarily 
be  seen  at  one  and  the  same  moment.  If  the  association  of  objects  with 
intelligence  depended  only  on  the  external  organs,  we  could  not  account  for 
the  non-simultaneous  character  of  our  perceptions. 

4  Tattvakaumudi,  36.  For  a  criticism  of  the  Sarhkhya  theory  of  know¬ 
ledge,  see  N.V.  and  N.V.T.T.,  iii.  2.  8-9. 

5  S.P.B.,  i.  99. 
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through  the  sense-organs,  buddhi  comes  into  contact  with  the 
external  object  and  is  affected  by  it,  it  assumes  the  form  of 
that  object.  The  force  of  consciousness  (cetanasakti),  reflected 
in  the  buddhi  thus  modified,  imitates  the  modification  of 
buddhi ;  and  it  is  the  imitation  (tadvrttyanukara)  that  is 
known  as  apprehension  (upalabdhi).  The  reflection  of  the 
purusa  is  not  an  actual  intercourse,  but  is  only  apparent, 
being  due  to  the  failure  to  perceive  the  distinction  between 
the  purusa  and  buddhi.  The  connection  of  the  purusa,  as 
reflected  in  the  buddhi,  with  the  object  is  called  knowledge, 
and  the  connection  of  the  purusa  with  this  knowledge  is 
seen  in  the  resulting  determination  that  “  I  act,”  1  whereas 
in  reality  the  “  I,”  or  purusa,  cannot  act,  and  what  acts,  i.c. 
buddhi,  cannot  think.2 3 4 

No  movement  of  buddhi  will  be  conscious  apprehension 
until  it  attracts  the  attention  of  some  purusa.  This  view  is 
intended  to  bring  out  the  unconscious  nature  of  buddhi, 
manas  and  the  senses. 3 

The  action  of  the  different  functions  is  successive,  though,  in 
some,  the  succession  is  so  rapid  as  to  escape  attention.  When  one 
sees  a  tiger  in  a  dark  night,  one's  senses  are  excited,  manas  reflects, 
ahamkara  identifies,  and  the  buddhi  determines  the  nature  of  the 
object,  and  one  runs  away  for  dear  life.  Here  the  different  acts  take 
place  so  quickly  that  they  seem  to  occur  simultaneously.  When  one 
sees  an  object  in  a  dim  light,  suspects  it  to  be  a  thief,  and  slowly  makes 
up  one’s  mind  and  moves  away  in  an  opposite  direction,  the  different 
stages  are  discernible. 4 

1  Buddhav  aropitacaitanyasya  visayena  sambandho  jnanam,  jnSnena 
sambandha6  cetaso'ham  karomlty  upalabdhih  (Haridasa  Bhattacarya  on 
Udayana's  Kusumdnjali,  i.  14). 

*  While  Vacaspati  thinks  that  the  self  knows  the  object  through  the 
mental  modification  on  which  it  casts  its  reflection,  Vijnanabhiksu  holds 
that  the  mental  modification  which  takes  in  the  reflection  of  the  self  and 
assumes  its  form  is  reflected  back  on  the  self,  and  it  is  through  this  reflection 
that  the  self  knows  the  object.  Yogavavttika,  i.  4.  Tattvavaisaradi,  p.  13. 

3  But  in  the  Samkhya  theory  there  cannot  arise  buddhi,  ahamkara, 
etc.,  until  there  is  the  pervading  influence  of  purusa  over  prakrti.  It  is 
therefore  unnecessary  for  us  to  think  that  buddhi  is  simply  non-conscious. 
The  development  of  buddhi  is  itself  due  to  the  influence  of  purusa.  We 
need  not  regard  buddhi,  ahamkara,  etc.,  as  mere  instruments  ready  made 
for  the  use  of  purusa,  but  remaining  unconscious  and  inert,  until  purusas 
look  through  them  as  through  a  telescope;  for  this  would  be  to  ignore  the 
central  principle  of  the  Samkhya  that  prakrti  cannot  give  rise  to  buddhi, 
etc.,  until  purusa  disturbs  the  equilibrium  of  prakrti. 

4  S.K.,  30;  Tattvakaumudi,  3c 
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The  psychic  functions  of  perception  and  thought,  desire 
and  choice,  are,  strictly  speaking,  mechanical  processes  of 
the  products  of  prakrti,  which  constitute  the  inner  organs.1 
They  would  remain  unconscious  but  for  the  purusa  which 
illuminates  them,  i.e.  makes  them  conscious.  This  is  the 
sole  function  of  purusa,  since  all  activity  belongs  to  prakrti. 
Purusa  is  a  passive  mirror  in  which  the  inner  organ  is  reflected. 
The  purely  immaterial  self  bathes  the  processes  of  the  inner 
organ  in  its  own  consciousness,  so  that  they  do  not  remain 
unconscious.  The  Samkhya  assumes  not  only  the  proximity 
of  the  purusa  to  buddhi,  but  also  the  reflection  of  purusa  in 
buddhi.  We  cognise  the  conscious  occurrence  even  as  we  see 
the  face  reflected  in  a  mirror.  Only  in  this  way  can  con¬ 
sciousness  have  a  vision  of  itself.2 

The  relation  between  the  incorporeal  purusa  and  the 
corporeal  buddhi  is  hard  to  conceive.  According  to  Vacaspati, 
there  can  be  no  contact  between  the  two  on  the  plane  of 
space  and  time.  He  therefore  interprets  proximity  (sannidhi) 
as  fitness  (yogyata).  The  purusa,  though  it  remains  aloof 
from  the  states  of  buddhi,  falls  into  the  misconception  of 
identifying  itself  with  buddhi  and  ascribing  the  states  of  the 
latter  to  itself.  Vijnanabhiksu  contends  that  if  such  a  special 
kind  of  fitness  is  admitted,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  purusa 
should  lose  it  at  the  time  of  deliverance.  In  other  words, 
there  can  be  no  deliverance,  since  the  purusa  will  continue 
to  experience  the  states  of  buddhi  for  ever.  So  he  holds 
that  there  is  a  real  contact  of  the  purusa  with  the  modifica¬ 
tions  of  buddhi  in  any  cognitive  occurrence.  Such  a  contact 
need  not  involve  any  change  in  the  purusa,  for  change  means 
the  rise  of  new  qualities.  Buddhi  suffers  changes,  and  when 
these  are  reflected  in  the  purusa  there  arises  the  notion  of  a 
person  or  experiencer  in  the  purusa,  and  when  the  purusa  is 
reflected  back  in  the  buddhi  the  state  of  the  latter  appears 
as  a  conscious  occurrence.  But  even  Vijnanabhiksu  allows 
that  the  relation  between  the  purusa  and  the  buddhi  is  like 

1  The  three  inner  organs,  buddhi,  ahamkara  and  manas,  are  frequently 
treated  as  one,  since  they  are  closely  related  to  one  another.  Cp.  Garbe  : 
"  This  combined  material  inner  organ  exactly  corresponds  as  regards  its 
unspiritual  nature,  and  all  the  functions  that  the  Samkhya  doctrine  ascribes 
to  it  to  the  nervous  system  ”  (E.R.E.,  vol.  ii,  p.  191). 

*  Citcchayapatti,  or  the  falling  of  the  shadow  of  consciousness  (S.D.S.,  xv). 
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that  of  a  crystal  to  a  rose  reflected  in  it  ;  there  is  no  actual 
transference  (uparaga),  but  only  the  assumption  of  such 
transference  (abhimana).1 

The  purusas,  though  innumerable  and  universal  and  of 
the  form  of  consciousness,  do  not  illumine  all  things  at  all 
times,  since  they  are  free  from  attachment  (asariga)  and 
cannot  by  themselves  be  modified  into  the  form  of  the  objects. 
The  purusas  reflect  the  modifications  of  their  respective 
buddhis  and  not  those  of  others.  That  object  by  which  the 
buddhi  is  affected  is  known,  while  that  by  which  it  is  not 
affected  is  not  known.2 

The  different  states  of  waking,  dreaming,  sleep  and  death 
are  distinguished.  In  the  waking  state,  buddhi  is  modified 
in  the  form  of  objects  through  the  channels  of  senses  ;  in 
dreams  the  modifications  of  buddhi  are  the  results  of  the 
samskaras,  or  the  impressions  of  previous  experiences.  Dream¬ 
less  sleep  is  twofold  according  as  the  withdrawal  (laya)  is 
partial  or  complete.  In  the  former  condition  buddhi  is  not 
modified  in  the  form  of  objects,  though  it  assumes  the  forms  „ 
of  pleasure,  pain  and  dulness  inherent  in  it.  This  is  why, 
when  one  wakes  from  sleep,  one  has  memory  of  the  kind  of 
sleep  one  had.  In  death  we  have  a  case  of  complete  laya. 3 


XIV 

The  Sources  of  Knowledge 

Cognitive  consciousness  is  of  five  different  kinds  :  pramana, 
or  valid  knowledge,  viparyaya,  or  unreal  cognition  resting  on 
a  form  not  possessed  by  that  which  is  its  object/  vikalpa, 
or  cognitive  consciousness,  induced  by  conventional  expres¬ 
sions  though  devoid  of  any  object  (vastusunya),5  nidra  (sleep), 
or  cognition  supported  on  tamas,6  and  smrti  or  remembrance. 

The  Sarhkhya  accepts  the  three  pramanas  of  perception, 
inference  and  scriptural  testimony.  7  Knowledge  produced 
through  sense-activity  is  perception.  When  a  thing  like  a 
jar  comes  within  the  range  of  vision,  buddhi,  or  the  intellect, 

1  S.P.B.,  vi.  28  ;  Y.S.,  i.  4,  7.  See  also  Y.B.,  ii.  20  ;  iv.  22. 

*  S.D.S.,  xv.  3  S.P.B.,  i.  148.  4  Y.S.,  i.  8. 

5  Y.S.,  i.  9.  6  Y.S.,  i.  10.  7  S.K.,  4. 
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is  so  modified  as  to  assume  the  form  1  of  the  jar ;  and  the 
soul  becomes  aware  of  the  existence  of  the  jar.2  The  two 
kinds  of  perception,  indeterminate  (nirvikalpaka)  and  deter¬ 
minate  (savikalpaka),  are  admitted.  According  to  Vacaspati, 
buddhi  comes  into  touch  with  external  objects  through  the 
senses.  At  the  first  moment  of  the  contact  there  is  an  inde¬ 
terminate  consciousness  in  which  the  particular  features  of 
the  object  are  not  noticed,  and  we  have  only  indeterminate 
perception.  At  the  second  moment,  through  the  exercise  of 
mental  analysis  (vikalpa)  and  synthesis  (samkalpa),  the  object 
is  perceived  as  possessing  a  definite  nature, 3  and  we  have 
determinate  perception.  While  Vacaspati  thinks  that  the 
activity  of  manas  is  necessary  for  perception,  Vijnanabhiksu 
denies  it,  and  holds  that  buddhi  directly  comes  into  touch 
with  the  objects  through  the  senses.  Vacaspati  assigns  to 
manas  the  function  of  arranging  the  sense-data  and  ordering 
them  into  determinate  perceptions,  while  Vijnanabhiksi 
thinks  that  the  determinate  character  of  things  is  directly 
perceived  by  the  senses  and  that  manas  is  only  the  faculty 
of  desire,  doubt  and  imagination.  Yogic  perception  is  admitted 
by  the  Samkhya,  which  holds  that  all  things  exist  involved 
or  evolved  at  all  times.  The  mind  of  the  yogin  can  come 
into  connection  with  the  past  and  the  future  objects  which 
exist  at  present  in  a  latent  condition  by  virtue  of  certain 
powers  produced  by  meditation.  4  Yogic  perception  produced 
by  the  powers  of  mind  is  unlike  ordinary  sense-perception. 
In  memory — knowledge,  the  manas,  the  self-sense  and  the 
intellect  alone  are  active,  though  their  activity  presupposes 
the  results  of  previous  perceptions — such  as  a  memory  image. 
While  the  outer  organs  of  perception  can  operate  only  on 
objects  presented  to  them,  manas  can  deal  with  the  past  and 
the  future  as  well.  In  the  case  of  internal  perception,  the 
co-operation  of  the  sense-organs  is  lacking.  Buddhi  perceives 
the  states  of  pleasure  and  the  like.  5 

1  Tadakarollekhi.  *  S.P.S.,  i.  89. 

3  Cp.  Vyasa  :  Samanyavisesasamudayo  dravyam  (Y.B.,  iii.  44). 

4  S.P.B.,  i.  91. 

5  “  What  is  manifested  in  dreamless  sleep,  when  there  is  no  contact 
with  objects,  as  the  sattvika  pleasure  of  tranquillity  (santisukham),  the  same 
is  the  property  of  buddhi,  the  pleasure  of  the  self  (atmasukham)  "  (S.P  B 
i.  65). 
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Even  if  purusa  is  knowable,  it  is  because  purusa  is  reflected  in 
buddhi.  The  eye  cannot  see  itself  except  as  it  is  reflected  in  a  mirror. 
All  cognitions  are  modifications  of  the  internal  organ.  A  primary 
cognition  such  as  “  This  is  a  jar  ”  is  a  modification  of  that  organ. 
When  its  reflection  falls  on  purusa,  it  is  apprehended.  The  cognition, 
“  I  cognise  the  jar,”  is  a  modification  of  the  internal  organ.  Purusa, 
along  with  the  reflection  of  the  modification  of  the  internal  organ,  such 
as  “  This  is  a  jar,”  is  reflected  in  the  internal  organ.  This  second 
reflection  is  the  modification  of  the  internal  organ.  Even  the  cognition 
“  I  am  distinct  from  prakrti  ”  is  a  modification  of  the  internal  organ.1 
Buddhi  changes  according  to  the  objects  offered  to  it. 

The  notion  of  self,  which  is  connected  with  all  our  mental  pheno¬ 
mena  and  which  illumines  them,  is  due  to  the  reflection  of  the  self  in 
buddhi.  So  purusa  may  be  said  to  see  again  that  which  was  perceived 
by  the  buddhi,  and  so  impart  consciousness  by  transferring  its  illumina¬ 
tion  to  the  buddhi  as  the  ego.  The  purusa  can  know  itself  only  through 
its  reflection  in  the  buddhi,  modified  into  the  form  of  the  object. 
According  to  Vacaspati,  the  self  can  know  itself  only  when  attention 
is  entirely  withdrawn  from  the  mental  function  in  which  the  self  is 
reflected,  and  is  wholly  concentrated  on  the  reflection  of  the  self  in  the 
sattva  nature  of  buddhi.  In  this  act  the  subject  of  self-apprehension 
is  said  to  be  buddhi  in  its  sattva  nature,  rendered  conscious  by  receiving 
the  reflection  of  purusa  in  it ;  and  the  object  is  the  self  in  its  purity.3 
Vyasa  3  holds  that  the  self  cannot  be  known  by  the  buddhi  in  which 
it  is  reflected,  but  it  is  the  self  which  knows  itself  through  its  reflection 
in  the  pure  nature  of  buddhi.  Vijnanabhiksu  thinks  that  the  self 
knows  itself  through  the  reflection  in  itself  of  the  mental  modification, 
which  takes  in  the  reflection  of  the  self  and  is  modified  into  its  form, 
even  as  it  knows  an  external  object  through  the  reflection  in  itself  of 
the  mental  modification  which  assumes  the  form  of  the  object. 4  Since 
the  self  is  essentially  self-luminous,  it  can  know  itself  through  the 
reflection  in  itself  of  the  mental  mode  which  assumes  the  form  of  the 
self.  Vijnanabhiksu  regards  the  self  as  determined  by  the  mental 
mode  which  is  modified  into  the  form  of  the  self  as  the  subject,  and 
the  self  in  its  pure  essence  as  the  object. 

Pratyabhijna  or  recognition,  is  brought  under  perception. 
It  is  possible  because  buddhi  is  eternal,  and  quite  different 
from  the  momentary  cognitions  of  individuals.  The  eternal 
buddhi  undergoes  modifications,  by  virtue  of  which  it  becomes 
connected  with  the  different  cognitions  involved  in  recog¬ 
nition.  This  would  not  be  possible  of  the  self  which  is 
unmodifiable.5 

1  Y.S.,  ii.  20,  reads  :  “  The  self  as  seer  is  absolute  in  its  purity,  yet  is 
capable  of  being  perceived  in  experience  ”  (pratyayanupasyah). 

3  Tattvavaisaradi,  iii.  35.  3  Y.B.,  iii.  35.  4  Yogavarttika,  iii.  35. 

5  For  a  criticism  of  the  theory,  see  N.S.,  iii.  2.  1-9. 
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According  to  the  Samkhya,  a  cognition  is  not  perceived  by 
another  cognition,  but  is  perceived  by  the  self.  For  cognition 
is  regarded  as  a  function  of  the  buddhi,  which  is  unconscious, 
and  so  it  cannot  be  its  own  object,  but  can  only  be  appre¬ 
hended  bv  the  self.1 

Negation  (abh&va)  is  also  mentioned  under  perception. 
The  Samkhya  does  not  admit  negation  as  such,  but  interprets  it 
in  terms  of  the  positive.  Mere  non-perception  cannot  prove 
non-existence,  since  it  may  be  due  to  other  causes,  such  as  long 
distance,  excessive  nearness,  extreme  subtlety,  or  disturbance 
of  sense-organs,  inattention,  concealment  of  the  object,  and 
mixture  with  other  things.2  Internal  perception,  self-con¬ 
sciousness,  recognition  and  knowledge  of  non-existence  are 
treated  as  falling  under  perception. 

Inference  is  said  to  be  of  two  kinds  :  affirmative  (vita) 
and  negative  (avita).  The  former  is  based  on  affirmative 
concomitance  and  the  latter  on  negative  concomitance.  3  The 
five-m ember ed  form  of  the  syllogism  is  admitted.  4  Generali¬ 
sation  is  the  result  of  the  observation  of  the  accompaniment 
attended  with  the  non-observation  of  non-accompaniment.  5 
Vyapti,  which  is  constant  concomitance,  is  not  a  separate 
principle.6  It  is  a  relation  of  things,  but  not  itself  a  thing. 7 
Arthapatti  or  implication,  and  sarhbhava  or  subsumption, 
are  included  under  inference. 

Aptavacana  or  trustworthy  assertion,  is  also  a  source  of 
valid  knowledge.  A  word  is  related  to  its  object  as  a  sign 
to  the  thing  signified.  This  is  evident  from  the  instruction 
of  the  trustworthy,  the  law  of  use  and  wont,  conventions  and 
the  fact  of  their  possessing  the  same  denotation.8  The  Vedas 
are  not  said  to  be  the  composition  of  persons,  since  there  are 
not  any  persons  who  can  be  their  authors. 9  The  released 
have  no  concern  with  the  Vedas,  and  the  unreleased  are  not 

1  Y.B.,  iv.  g.  *  See  also  TattvavaUaradl,  i.  9.  S.K.,  7;  S.P.S.,  i.  108-9. 

3  Vacaspati  brings  the  purvavat  and  samanyatodrsta  kinds  under  the 
former  and  £esavat  under  the  latter.  See  Tattvakaumudl,  5. 

4  S.P.S.,  v.  27. 

5  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  v.28.  Constant  coexistence  of  both  thesadhyaand  sadhana 
or  of  one  is  vyapti  (S.P.S.,  v.  29).  All  produced  objects  are  non-eternal  is  a 
case  of  the  former,  while  "  all  smoky  things  are  fiery  "  is  a  case  of  the  latter. 

6  Tattvantaram,  v.  30.  Pancasikha  is  of  opinion  that  vyapti  is  the 
possession  of  the  power  of  that  which  is  sustained  ( Adheyasaktiyoga ,  v.  32). 

7  v.  33-35-  8  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  v.  38.  9  S.P.S.,  v.  46. 
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competent  for  the  work.1 *  Nor  are  the  Vedas  eternal,  since 
they  possess  the  character  of  effects.  Letters  perish  after 
they  are  pronounced  When  we  say  “  It  is  the  same  letter,” 
we  mean  that  it  belongs  to  the  same  genus.3 4 5  Simply  because 
the  Vedas  are  not  of  personal  origin,  we  cannot  infer  that 
they  are  eternal,  since  a  sprout  is  not  eternal,  though  it  has 
not  a  personal  origin. 3  Their  objects  are  supersensuous,  yet 
“  there  can  be  intuition  even  in  the  case  of  supersensuous 
objects,  by  means  of  the  universal  forms  which  determine 
the  character  of  being  a  padartha,  or  an  object  denoted  by 
a  word.”  4  Though  the  Vedas  are  not  of  personal  authorship, 
their  natural  power  to  denote  objects  is  communicated  by 
aptas  to  their  disciples.  5  The  Veda,  on  account  of  its  non¬ 
personal  authorship,  is  free  from  doubts  and  discrepancies, 
and  is  regarded  as  of  self-evident  validity.  If  the  validity 
of  the  Vedas  depended  on  something  else,  they  would  not  be 
authoritative  for  us.6  Kapila,  at  the  beginning  of  the  kalpa, 
only  remembered  it.  The  scriptural  statements  are  tested 
and  lived  by  the  muktas  or  the  liberated,  who  pass  them  on 
to  others.  If  those  who  teach  us  the  sastras  are  not  inspired 
seers,  but  have  accepted  them  at  second-hand,  then  it  would 
be  a  case  of  the  blind  leading  the  blind.  7  We  accept  the 
utterances  of  the  aptas  as  valid,  since  their  authority  is 
established  by  the  tested  validity  of  their  sayings  in  other 
branches  of  knowledge  as  ayurveda.8 

The  Samkhya  is  aware  that  there  are  other  systems  which 
profess  to  be  revealed,  and  so  argues  that  reason  will  have  to 
be  employed  in  finding  out  which  codes  of  revelation  are 
true  and  which  not.  Vacaspati  says  :  “  The  invalidity  of 
these  systems  is  due  to  their  making  unreasonable  assertions, 
to  the  lack  of  sufficient  support,  to  their  making  statements 
opposed  to  the  canons  of  logic,  to  their  acceptance  by  the 
mlecchas  and  such  other  low  classes.”  9  Aniruddha  quotes  a 

1  S.P.S.,  v.  47. 

1  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  v.  45.  The  sphofavada  is  refuted  in  v.  57,  and  sound, 
on  account  of  its  character  as  effect,  is  said  to  be  non-eternal  (v.  58). 

3  S.P.S.,  v.  48. 

4  Atindriyesv  api  padarthata’vacchedakena  samanyarupena  pratfter 
vaksyamanatvad  (S.P.B.,  v.  42). 

5  S.P.B.,  v.  43.  6  S.P.S.,  v.  51.  7  S.P.S.,  iii  81. 

8  S.P.B.,  i.  98.,  iv.  51.  9  Tattvakaumudl,  5. 
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verse  in  his  Vrtti  to  the  effect :  “  Huge  giants  do  not  drop 
from  heaven  simply  because  an  apta,  or  competent  person, 
says  so.  Only  sayings  which  are  supported  by  reason  should 
be  accepted  by  me  and  others  like  yourselves/’  1 

The  Sarhkhya  avoids  the  appearance  of  being  an  innovation 
by  its  acceptance  of  the  Veda  as  a  means  of  knowledge.  But, 
as  we  shall  see,  it  discards  many  an  old  dogma  and  silently 
ignores  others.  It,  however,  never  openly  opposes  the  Vedas, 
but  adopts  the  more  deadly  process  of  sapping  their 
foundations. 

The  modification  of  buddhi  is  the  pramana,  and  the  validity 
or  the  invalidity  of  these  modifications  can  be  tested  by  the 
later  modifications,  and  not  by  any  reference  to  external 
objects.  The  object  of  illusory  cognition  is  not  a  non-existent 
object,  but  an  existent  one.  Water  is  the  object  of  the 
illusion  of  water,  and  when  this  illusory  cognition  is  contra¬ 
dicted  by  the  cognition  of  the  rays  of  the  sun,  the  latter 

cognition  has  for  its  object  the  rays  of  the  sun.2  Validity, 

as  well  as  invalidity,  belongs  to  the  cognition  itself .3  Some¬ 

times  it  is  said  that  only  the  sruti  is  of  self-evident  validity 
(svatahpramanam),  while  perception  and  inference  are  liable 
to  error  and  require  confirmation.  4  The  test  of  reality  is 
workability  (arthakriyakaritva).  Our  apprehension,  moreover, 
is  relative  to  our  ahamkara,  or  individual  purpose.  It  is 
difficult  to  have  a  disinterested  knowledge  of  the  world  inde¬ 
pendent  of  us.  The  jiva  is  imprisoned  in  its  own  isolated 
consciousness,  and  cannot  attain  to  the  knowledge  of  reality 
beyond  it.  It  follows  that  all  empirical  knowledge  is  vitiated 
by  a  central  flaw.  Every  cognition  implicating  the  purusa 
confuses  it  with  the  internal  organ.  It  is  when  the  shadow 
of  buddhi  falls  on  purusa  that  the  latter  appears  as  though 
possessed  of  cognition.  5 

Na  hy  aptavacanan  nabha^o  nipatanti  mahasurah 
Yuktimad  vacanam  grahyam  mayanyaisca  bhavadvidhaih. 

(i.  26.) 

1  Prabhacandra  criticises  this  view  on  the  ground  that  it  abolishes  the 
distinction  between  valid  and  invalid  cognitions. 

3  The  Naiyayika  criticises  this  view  on  the  ground  that  if  cognitions 
were  inherently  invalid,  we  cannot  act ;  and  if  they  were  inherently  valid 
we  cannot  account  for  erroneous  cognitions  which  are  facts. 

■t  S.P.S.,  i.  147  ;  also  i.  36,  77,  83,  154  ;  ii.  20,  22  ;  iii.  15,  80  ;  iv.  22. 

5  Taltvakaumudi,  5. 
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XV 

Some  Critical  Considerations  on  the  Samkhya  Theory 

of  Knowledge 

Postponing  to  a  later  section  a  critical  estimate  of  the 
Samkhya  metaphysics,  we  may  briefly  notice  here  some  of 
the  striking  defects  of  the  Samkhya  theory  of  knowledge.1 
From  the  fact  that  in  the  world  of  experience  the  individual 
deals  with  a  datum  or  something  given,  the  Samkhya  argues 
to  the  independent  existence  of  subjects  and  objects.  As  we 
have  seen,  in  the  discussion  of  the  Nyaya  theory  of  knowledge, 
pure  subjects  and  pure  objects  are  false  abstractions  which 
have  no  meaning  apart  from  the  concrete  experience  in  which 
they  function.  When  the  Samkhya  breaks  up  the  concrete 
unity  of  experience  into  the  two  elements  of  subject  and 
object  and  makes  them  fictitiously  absolute,  it  cannot  account 
for  the  fact  of  experience.  When  purusa  is  viewed  as  pure 
consciousness,  the  permanent  light  which  illuminates  all 
objects  of  knowledge,  and  prakrti  as  something  opposed  to 
consciousness  and  utterly  foreign  to  it,  the  latter  can  never 
become  the  object  of  the  former.  The  Samkhya  cannot  get 
across  the  ditch  which  it  has  dug  between  the  subject  and  the 
object.  The  metaphors  of  proximity,  reflection,  and  the  like- 
are  artificial  remedies  intended  to  cure  imaginary  diseases. 
Purusa  can  never  know  prakrti,  if  the  two  are  what  the 
Samkhya  takes  them  to  be.  The  purusa  cannot  say  in  what 
way  the  changes  in  its  consciousness,  said  to  be  the  reflections 
of  the  modifications  of  buddhi,  are  brought  about.  The 
Sarhkhya  says,  when  buddhi  is  modified,  this  modification  is 
reflected  in  the  consciousness  of  purusa.  Granting  for  argu¬ 
ment’s  sake  the  validity  of  this  theory  of  reflection,  are  we 
not  in  the  grip  of  psychological  subjectivism  ?  To  receive  a 
reflection  is  not  the  same  thing  as  to  perceive  a  reality  that 

1  There  is  some  similarity  between  the  Samkhya  and  the  Kantian  theories 
of  knowledge.  The  phenomenal  world  is  constituted  in  both  by  the  co¬ 
operation  of  the  transcendental  subjects  (purusas)  and  objects  (prakrti).  Both 
assert  the  autonomy  of  the  selves  in  the  trans-empirical  world  and  admit 
the  existence  of  matter  in  view  of  the  passivity  of  the  subjects  which  cannot 
produce  their  own  sensations.  Both  hold  that  the  existence  of  God  cannot 
be  proved.  In  other  respects  there  are  vital  differences. 
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is  not  merely  mental.  What  is  the  relation  between  the 
external  object  and  the  internal  idea  ?  If  the  two  things  are 
related  causally,  what  becomes  of  the  radical  opposition 
between  the  two  ?  Is  perception  at  any  time  a  mere  change 
of  consciousness  ?  Is  it  not  always  an  awareness  of  an 
object  ?  Are  we  not  going  beyond  the  verified  experience 
when  we  regard  the  awareness  and  the  object  as  two  distinct 
realities  ?  If  the  purusa  and  the  prakrti  are  absolutely 
unrelated  to  each  other,  then  we  cannot  account  for  a  conscious 
occurrence  or  even  a  material  process.  This  is  evidently  a 
reductio  ad  absurdum.  But  the  Sarhkhya  hides  from  itself 
the  unsatisfactoriness  of  its  position  by  a  number  of  metaphors 
and  inconsistencies.  When  subject  and  object  approach  one 
another,  there  is  said  to  be  a  mutual  reflection  of  qualities 
and  transfer  of  properties.  Unless  the  subject  and  the  object 
are  akin  to  each  other,  how  can  the  one  reflect  the  other  ? 
How  can  buddhi,  which  is  non-intelligent,  reflect  purusa  ? 
How  can  the  formless  purusa  which  is  the  constant  seer  be 
reflected  in  buddhi  which  is  changing  ?  The  two  cannot, 
therefore,  be  absolutely  opposed  in  nature.  The  last  sutra 
of  the  Vibhutipada  of  the  Yoga  Sutra  states  that  when  buddhi 
becomes  as  pure  as  purusa,  freedom  is  attained.1  A  purified 
buddhi  does  not  bind  the  purusa  ;  and,  before  the  abolition 
of  buddhi,  we  have  the  reflection  of  purusa  in  the  purified 
buddhi.  Buddhi  makes  possible  complete  knowledge  of 
purusa  and  prakrti  and  their  distinction.  So  long  as  buddhi 
is  tinged  with  selfish  aims  and  particular  purposes  the  truth 
cannot  be  known  by  us. 

The  Samkhya  theory  does  not  account  for  the  fact  of 
knowledge  which  is  a  subject-object  relation.  It  admits 
that  the  object  depends  on  the  subject  to  be  known,  and  the 
subject  requires  an  object  to  know.  In  other  words,  there 
is  no  knowledge  without  the  synthesis  of  the  two.  The 
subject  cannot  know  itself  fully  until  it  knows  the  object 
fully.  It  cannot  know  the  object  until  the  latter  is  mani¬ 
fested  by  the  subject.  Is  not  the  relation  between  the  two 
essential  ?  The  two  cannot  be  external  to  each  other.  The 
appearance  of  externality  arises  on  account  of  our  going 
beyond  the  fact  of  experience  to  account  for  it. 

1  Sattvapurusayofy  Suddhisamye  kaivalyara. 
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The  principle  of  consciousness  is  never  perceived  in  itself. 
It  is  inferred  from  knowledge.  It  is  said  to  be  pure  awareness. 
The  universal  element  of  knowledge  is  abstracted  and  set 
down  as  the  purusa  or  the  consciousness  which  has  no  form, 
no  quality,  no  movement.  It  is  called  the  pure  subject  The 
contents  of  consciousness  which  are  ever  fluctuating  are 
traced  to  the  object  world,  which  is  regarded  as  a  funda¬ 
mental  unity  whose  character  is  variableness.  All  objects 
are  material,  including  sense-data  and  mental  states  which 
are  limited  in  their  nature.  They  come  and  go  and  are 
copies  of  outer  things,  though  made  of  subtler  stuff.  Though 
the  modifications  of  buddhi  belong  to  the  same  group  as 
the  things  of  the  world,  the  purusa  illuminates  the  former, 
since  buddhi  is  of  a  far  subtler  nature  and  possesses  the 
quality  of  sattva  in  a  preponderant  degree.  Buddhi  is  better 
adapted  for  the  reflection  of  the  light  of  purusa  than  the  other 
products  of  prakrti.1  So  far  as  knowledge  is  concerned,  we 
get  to  know  other  things  through  the  modifications  of  buddhi 
or  mind-stuff.  Each  act  of  knowledge  is  broken  up  into  the 
principle  of  consciousness,  which  illumines  it,  and  a  modifica¬ 
tion  of  buddhi  which  is  in  itself  non-conscious,  though  it 
becomes  a  content  of  consciousness  the  moment  it  is  illumined 
by  the  purusa.  The  movements  of  buddhi  are  in  themselves 
unconscious,  but  through  their  connection  with  purusa  they 
are  interpreted  as  the  coherent  experiences  of  an  individual. 
Since  experience  has  in  it  two  elements,  one  constant  and  the 
other  variable,  we  cannot  isolate  the  two  and  argue  that  the 
two  exist  separately  and  happen  to  come  together  in  expe¬ 
rience.  To  assume  that  the  subject  and  the  object  of  know¬ 
ledge  are  complete  in  themselves  is  to  rend  the  seamless 
garment  of  truth  by  setting  up  its  different  elements  against 
the  whole  to  which  they  essentially  belong.  If  purusa  is  self 
and  prakrti  selfless,  then  they  are,  by  definition,  reciprocally 

1  In  gross  matter,  mass  and  energy  answering  to  tamas  and  rajas  are 
the  dominant  features.  In  buddhi,  tamas  is  at  its  lowest  and  sattva  at  its 
highest,  and  so  it  has  the  power  of  translucence.  If  buddhi  had  only  sattva 
and  rajas  elements,  it  would  give  rise  to  a  simultaneous  revelation  of  all 
objects.  It  does  not  do  so  because  of  the  element  of  tamas  in  it.  The 
light  of  consciousness  is  reflected  wherever  tamas  is  removed.  In  a  sense 
fcuddni  hides  within  it  all  knowledge  potentially.  What  becomes  actual 
depends  on  the  lifting  of  the  veil  of  darkness. 
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exclusive,  and  there  can  be  no  communion  between  them  ; 
and  rightly  the  Samkhya  views  the  relation  between  the  two 
as  a  mechanical  one.  A  mechanical  relation  implies  that  the 
subject  and  the  object  of  consciousness  are  not  only  numerically 
different,  but  are  also,  per  se,  wholly  independent  of  and 
separate  from  each  other.  The  mechanical  modifications  of 
buddhi  become  illuminated,  as  if  by  magic,  with  the  light  of 
consciousness.  We  have  not  here  any  explanation  of  conscious 
knowledge.1  The  rise  of  consciousness  on  the  occasion  of  a 
mechanical  modification  is  a  baffling  mystery.  But  the 
problem  is  of  our  own  creation.  We  first  of  all  assume  the 
existence  of  a  pure  subject  and  a  pure  object,  which  lie  wholly 
without  the  range  of  experience,  and  then  struggle  to  bring 
them  together  into  experience.  A  truer  philosophy  tells  us 
that  subject  and  object  are  distinguished  within  consciousness 
or  knowledge,  and  not  simply  outside  of  it.  Subject  and 
object  do  not  happen  to  come  together,  but  are  really 
inseparable  from  each  other.  If  experience  is  allowed  to  speak 
for  itself,  it  will  tell  us  that  subject  and  object  are  presented 
as  one.  Knowledge  becomes  intelligible  when  we  recognise 
that  the  fundamental  relation  in  all  conscious  experience  is  a 
relation  of  members  which  are  in  an  organic  unity,  which 
exist  as  terms  in  a  living  process,  in  and  through  each  other, 
or  in  and  through  a  universal  which  transcends  them  both, 
though  it  does  not  exclude  them.  The  fundamental  fact  of 
a  universal  consciousness  is  the  presupposition  of  all  knowledge. 
The  Samkhya  purusa  should  be  really  this  one  universal  self, 
though  it  is  regarded  as  many  on  account  of  the  confusion 
between  the  psychological  and  the  metaphysical  self.  Of  course, 
every  jiva  has  the  universal  self  operating  in  it.  In  one  sense, 
our  knowledge  is  the  manifestation  of  a  universal  principle  ; 
while,  from  another  point  of  view,  it  is  dependent  on  a  sensible 
process,  which  must  be  stimulated  from  without  by  its  appro¬ 
priate  objects.  Intelligence  is  the  same  in  all  in  whom  it  is 

1  Cp.  “  That  the  non-in telligent  ahamkara  should  manifest  the  self- 
luminous  self  has  no  more  sense  than  to  say  that  a  spent  coal  manifests 
the  sun.” 

§antangara  ivadityam  ahamkaro  jadatmakah 

Svayamjyotisam  atmanam  vyanaktiti  na  yuktimad. 

Yamunacarya  :  Atmasiddhi,  quoted  in  R.B.,  ii.  i.  i). 
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developed,  and  is  everywhere  struggling  to  free  itself  from 
individual  limitations  and  regards  things,  not  from  the  point 
of  view  of  a  particular  organism,  but  from  that  of  a  pure 
subject.  While  in  one  sense  our  knowledge  is  our  own,  in 
another  it  is  independent  of  us  who  possess  it. 


XVI 

Ethics 

The  Sarhkhya  starts  with  the  idea  of  the  universality  of 
suffering,1  which  is  of  three  kinds  :  adhyatmika,  i.e.  arising 
from  the  psychophysical  nature  of  man  ;  adhibhautika, 
i.e.  arising  from  the  external  world  ;  and  the  adhidaivika, 
i.e.  arising  from  the  supernatural  agencies.  The  pain  caused 
by  the  disorders  of  the  body  or  mental  unrest  is  of  the  first 
kind ;  the  second  type  is  due  to  men,  beasts  and  birds  ; 
while  the  third  owes  its  existence  to  the  influence  of  planets 
and  the  elemental  agencies.2  Every  individual  strives  to 
alleviate  and  if  possible  get  rid  of  pain.  But  pain  cannot  be 
rooted  out  by  the  remedies  prescribed  by  the  science  of 
medicine  or  the  scriptures. 3  Liberation  is  not  attainable  by 
the  observance  of  Vedic  rites.  Like  Buddhism  and  Jainism, 
the  Samkhya  urges  that  the  Vedic  rites  involve  a  violation 
of  the  great  moral  principles.  The  law  of  ahimsa  is  set  aside 
when  we  kill  an  animal  for  the  Agnistoma  sacrifice.  Killing 
is  productive  of  sin,  even  though  it  be  in  a  sacrifice.  Besides, 
the  kind  of  heaven  we  get  to  by  the  performance  of  the 
sacrifice  is  a  temporary  one.  Life  in  heaven  (svarga)  is  not 
exempt  from  the  influence  of  the  three  gunas.  By  the 
practice  of  virtue  and  the  performance  of  sacrifices  we  simply 
postpone  the  evil  but  do  not  get  rid  of  it.  We  cannot  escape 
from  evils  by  death,  since  the  same  fate  pursues  us  life  after 
life.  If  the  miseries  are  natural  to  the  soul,  there  is  no  help 
for  us  ;  if  they  are  only  accidental  and  arise  from  something 
else,  we  can  escape  suffering  by  separating  ourselves  from  the 
source  of  suffering. 

Bondage  belongs  to  prakrti  and  is  attributed  to  purusa. 

1  S.P.S.,  vi.  6-8  ;  Y.S.,  ii.  15.  *  Tattvakaumudi,  1. 

a  S-K..  2. 
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“  Although  bondage  in  the  form  of  the  cognition  of  pain, 
and  discrimination  and  non-discrimination  in  the  form  of 
functions  belong  to  the  citta  or  the  inner  organ,  still  purusa’s 
enjoyment  or  suffering  consists  in  the  mere  reflection  of  pain 
in  him.”  1 *  Purusa’s  bondage  is  a  fiction,3 * 5  due  to  its  proximity 
to  citta.  It  is  therefore  said  to  be  adventitious  (aupadhika). 
If  purusa's  connection  with  pain  were  real,  it  could  not  be 
cut  off.  Vijnanabhiksu  quotes  a  verse  from  the  Kurma 
Pur  ana  3  to  the  effect :  “  Were  the  self  by  nature  impure, 
unclean,  mutable,  verily  release  would  not  be  possible  for  it 
even  by  hundreds  of  rebirths.”  4  Bondage  is  not  due  to 
time  or  space,  embodiment  or  karma.  5  All  these  belong  to 
the  not-self.  The  property  of  one  thing  cannot  produce 
change  in  another,  for  then  all  would  enjoy  pleasure  or  suffer 
pain.6 *  Bondage  arises  through  the  conjunction  of  prakrti 
with  purusa,  which  is  by  nature  eternal  and  pure,  enlightened 
and  unconfined.  7  Nor  is  the  mere  presence  of  prakrti  the 
cause  of  experience,  since  on  such  a  view  the  released  soul 
might  have  experience ;  but  its  cause  is  “  the  object  of 
experience,  which  does  not  exist  in  the  state  of  release.”  8 * 
Non-discrimination  (aviveka)  is  the  cause  of  bondage  (bandha- 
hetu).  This  aviveka  belongs  to  buddhi,  though  it  has  the 
purusa  for  its  object.  It  follows  that  our  misery  will  terminate 
only  when  our  aviveka  ends.  Knowledge  and  ignorance  are 
the  sole  determinants  of  release  and  bondage.9 

Purusa  is  eternally  free.  It  does  not  desire  or  hate, 
govern  or  obey,  impel  or  restrain.  The  moral  life  is  vested 
in  the  subtle  body  which  accompanies  the  purusa  from  birth 
to  birth  ;  pain  is  the  essence  of  bodily  existence.10  When  the 

1  S.P.B.,  i.  58.  *  Vanmatram.  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  i.  58. 

3  ii.  2.  12. 

i  Yady  atma  malino  'svaccho  vikari  syat  svabhavatah 

Na  hi  tasya  bhaven  muktir  janmantarasatair  api.  (S.P.B.,  i.  7.) 

Were  pain  natural  to  purusa,  there  would  be  no  point  in  the  injunction 
to  get  rid  of  it  (S.P.S.,  i.  8-1 1). 

5  S.P.S.,  i.  12-16.  6  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  i.  17. 

7  i.  19*  8  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  vi.  44. 

9  S.P.S.,  ii.  7.  Aniruddha  quotes  a  verse  in  his  S.P.S.,  Vrtti,  to  the 
effect :  “  There  is  no  bondage  in  the  nature  of  things  (vastusthitya),  nor 

does  release  follow  from  its  non-existence.  Both  these  constituted  by  enur 

have  no  real  existence  ”  (i.  7). 

-  S.K.,  55. 
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soul  is  left  alone,  it  is  said  to  be  purified.  The  supreme  good, 
which  the  jlva  aims  at  and  strives  for,  is  to  realise  the  per¬ 
fection  of  the  purusa.  All  ethical  activity  is  for  the  fuller 
realisation  of  the  purusa  in  us.  The  circuit  of  samsara  is  one 
of  conflict  and  change,  made  up  of  parts  that  are  indifferent 
and  external  to  each  other.  The  jiva,  in  its  endless  revolu¬ 
tions,  is  ever  seeking  and  ever  failing  to  attain  to  unity  with 
itself,  i.e.  attain  to  the  status  of  purusa,  which  is  eternally 
one  with  itself  and  complete  in  itself,  having  no  necessary 
relation  with  anything  external  to  it.  Every  jiva  has  in  it 
the  higher  purusa,  and  to  realise  its  true  nature  has  no  need 
to  go  out  of  itself,  but  only  to  become  conscious  of  its  real 
nature.  The  ethical  process  is  not  the  development  of  some¬ 
thing  new,  but  a  re-discovery  of  what  we  have  forgotten. 
Release  is  a  return  into  one’s  true  self  and  deliverance  from 
a  yoke  to  which  the  jiva  has  subjected  itself.  It  is  the 
removal  of  an  illusion  which  hides  our  true  nature  from  our 
eyes.  The  knowledge  that  “  I  am  not  ”  (nasmi),  that  "  naught 
is  mine  ”  (na  me),  and  that  “  the  ego  exists  not  ”  (naham), 
leads  to  release.1 

While  freedom  is  brought  about  by  knowledge,  this  know¬ 
ledge  is  not  merely  theoretical.  It  is  what  results  from  the 
practice  of  virtue,  yoga,  etc.2  While  bondage  is  traced  to 
wrong  knowledge  (viparyaya),  this  wrong  knowledge  includes 
not  only  avidya,  or  unreal  cognition,  but  also  asmita,  or 
egoism,  raga  or  desire,  dvesa  or  hatred,  and  abhinivesa  or 
fear. 3  These  are  brought  about  by  asakti,  or  incapacity, 
which  is  of  twenty-eight  kinds,  of  which  eleven  belong  to  the 
senses  and  seventeen  to  buddhi.4  Unselfish  activity  is  an 
indirect  means  to  salvation.  5  By  itself  it  does  not  lead  us  to 
freedom.  It  may  yield  birth  in  the  divine  regions,  which  is 
not  to  be  confused  with  moksa.6  Vairagya,  which  follows  the 
rise  of  discriminative  knowledge,  is  different  from  that  which 
precedes  it. 7  Through  vairagya,  or  unattachment,  absorption 
into  prakrti  takes  place.8  This  dissolution  into  prakrti  is  not 

*  S.K.,  64.  1  S.P.B.,  iii.  77  and  78. 

3  S.P.S.  and  S.P.B.,iii.  37.  4  S.P.S.,  iii.  38;  S.K.,  49. 

5  i.  82,  85.  6  S.P.S.,  iii.  52-53. 

?  Four  kinds  of  vairagya  are  distinguished  in  Tattvakaumudi,  23. 

8  Vairagyat  prakrtilaya^  (S.K.,  45;  S.P.S.,iii.  54). 
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ultimate  freedom  ;  for  the  souls  thus  absorbed  in  prakrti 
reappear  as  Isvaras,  or  Lords,  since  their  error  is  not  consumed 
by  knowledge.  “  He  who  in  a  previous  creation  was  absorbed 
into  the  cause  (prakrti)  becomes  in  another  creation  the 
adipurusa,  having  the  character  of  Isvara,  or  Lord,  all-knowing 
and  all-doing.”  1  Ethical  virtues  help  us  to  realise  the  deeper 
consciousness,  while  vices  involve  a  darkening  of  this  con¬ 
sciousness.  By  indulging  in  vices  the  soul  immerses  itself 
more  and  more  completely  in  the  material  body. 

The  method  of  yoga  occupies  a  prominent  place  in  the 
Samkhya  Sutra,  though  not  in  the  Karikd.  We  can  obtain 
discriminative  knowledge  only  when  our  emotional  stirrings 
are  subdued  and  intellectual  activities  are  controlled.  When 
the  senses  are  regulated  and  the  mind  acquires  calm,  buddhi 
becomes  transparent,  and  reflects  the  pure  light  of  purusa. 
While  buddhi  is  in  its  intrinsic  nature  sattvika,  on  account 
of  its  acquired  impulses  and  tendencies  (vasanas),  it  has 
lapsed  from  its  innate  purity.  By  dhyana  (meditation),  the 
taints  of  citta  caused  by  the  external  objects  are  removed.2 3 
When  the  citta  regains  its  pristine  condition  and  rids  itself 
of  its  desires,  the  objects  no  longer  excite  love  or  hatred. 
We  have  to  gain  spiritual  calm  and  composure,  when  the 
objects  do  not  excite  our  egoistic  interests  but  reveal  their 
true  nature.  Since  this  absolute  detachment  is  beyond  the 
reach  of  ordinary  men,  they  attempt  to  develop  the  impersonal 
outlook  by  resorting  to  art.  Works  of  art  offer  a  temporary 
release  from  the  natural  world. 

The  doctrine  of  the  gunas  3  has  great  ethical  significance. 
The  beings  of  the  world  are  classified  according  to  the  pre¬ 
ponderance  of  the  different  gunas  in  them.  In  the  devas 
the  sattva  element  predominates,  while  the  rajas  and  the 
tamas  are  reduced.  In  man  the  tamas  element  is  reduced  to 

1  S.P.B.,  iii.  56.  Different  kinds  of  bondage  are  disimguisnea  uy 
Vacaspati  as  natural  (prakrtika),  incidf^tal  (vaikrtika),  and  oersonal 
(daksinaka).  While  the  first  loo  upon  prakfti  aa  the  absolute  spirit,  the 
second  look  upon  the  products  of  prakrti  as  the  absolute  spirit.  The  third 
neglect  the  true  nature  of  spirit  in  wordly  activities  indulged  in  for  the  gain¬ 
ing  of  personal  ends  (isfSpurta)  ( Tattvakaumudi ,  44;  Tattvasamasa,  p.  19). 

*  S.P.S.,  iii.  30 ;  S.P.B.,  iii.  30. 

3  While  in  the  Samkhya  the  gunas  are  purely  non-intelligent,  in  the 
Vedanta  they  reflect  the  character  of  intelligence. 
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a  less  extent  than  in  the  devas.  In  the  animal  world  the 
sattva  is  reduced  considerably.  In  the  vegetable  kingdom 
tamas  is  more  predominant  than  in  the  others.  The  upward 
ascent  consists  in  the  gradual  increase  of  the  sattva  element 
and  diminution  of  the  tamas,  since  pain  is  a  particular 
modification  of  the  quality  of  rajas.1  Strictly  speaking,  the 
gunas  mingle,  combine  and  strive  in  every  fibre  of  our  being. 
Their  relative  strength  determines  our  mental  character. 
We  have  men  of  elevated  spirituality,  passionate  force  and 
depressing  apathy.  Tamas,  if  predominant,  brings  in  inertia, 
ignorance,  weakness,  incapacity,  want  of  faith  and  disin¬ 
clination  to  act.  It  produces  the  coarse,  dull,  ignorant  type 
of  human  nature.  The  individuals  in  whom  the  rajas  is 
predominant  are  intrepid,  restless  and  active.  Sattva  develops 
the  critical,  balanced,  thoughtful  nature.  While  the  three 
gunas  are  present  in  different  proportions  in  all  men,  the 
seer,  the  saint  and  the  sage  have  sattva  highly  developed  in 
them  ;  the  warrior,  the  statesman  and  the  forceful  man  of 
action  have  rajas  highly  developed  in  them.  Again,  though 
the  gunas  affect  every  part  of  our  natural  being,  relatively 
speaking,  the  three  gunas  have  their  strongest  hold  in  the 
three  different  members  of  it,  namely,  mind,  life  and  body. 
The  Samkhya  recognises  no  merit  in  sacrifices.  It  does  not 
exclude  the  sudras  from  higher  studies.  The  teacher  is  not 
necessarily  a  Brahmin,  but  he  who  has  freed  himself.  The 
winning  of  a  good  teacher  depends  on  our  previous  conduct. 


XVII 

Release 

Salvation  in  the  Samkhya  system  is  only  phenomenal, 
since  bondage  does  not  belong  to  purusa.  Bondage  and 
release  refer  to  the  conjunction  and  the  disjunction  of  purusa 
and  prakrti  resulting  from  non-discrimination  and  discrimina¬ 
tion.2  Prakrti  does  not  bind  the  purusa  but  itself  in  various 
shapes. 3  Purusa  is  entirely  free  from  the  oppositions  of  merit 
and  demerit. 4  While  bondage  is  the  activity  of  prakrti 

s  Duhkham  rajahparinamavisesah.  1  S.P.S.,  iii.  72. 

3  S.K.,  62.  *  S.P.S.,  iii.  64  ;  Y.S.,  ii.  22. 
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towards  one  not  possessing  discrimination,  release  is  its 
inactivity  towards  one  possessing  discrimination.1  When 
prakrti  is  active,  it  catches  the  reflection  of  purusa  and  casts 
its  shadow  on  the  purusa.  Yet  the  change  appearing  in 
purusa  is  unreal  and  fictitious.3  The  union  of  purusa  with 
the  subtle  body  is  the  cause  of  samsara,  and  salvation  is 
attained  through  the  breaking  of  the  union  by  means  of  the 
knowledge  of  the  distinction  between  purusa  and  prakrti. 
When  prakrti  withdraws  itself  from  purusa,  the  latter  realises 
the  absurdity  of  attributing  the  adventures  of  prakrti  to 
itself.  Purusa  remains  in  eternal  isolation  and  prakrti  relapses 
into  inactivity.  So  long  as  there  are  objects  concealing  the 
real  natue  of  the  soul,  liberation  cannot  be  attained.  When 
prakrti  ceases  to  act,  the  modifications  of  buddhi  cease,  and 
the  purusa  assumes  its  natural  form. 3  “  The  cessation  of  the 

creation  by  the  pradhana  in  regard  to  the  released  one  is 
nothing  but  this,  viz .  the  non-production  of  the  cause  of  the 
experience  thereof,  i.e.  the  particular  transformation  of  one’s 
own  upadhi  called  birth.”  4  When  freed,  the  purusa  keeps 
no  company,  looks  to  nothing  without  itself,  and  entertains 
no  alien  thoughts.  5  It  is  no  longer  at  the  mercy  of  prakrti 
or  its  products,  but  stands  as  a  star  apart,  undisturbed  by 
the  earthly  cares.  There  is  in  reality  no  distinction  between 
the  bound  and  the  released,  for  freedom  consists  in  the  removal 
of  obstacles  which  hinder  the  full  manifestation  of  the  glory 
of  purusa.6  In  samadhi  or  ecstatic  consciousness,  susupti  or 
dreamless  sleep  and  release,  the  purusa  rests  in  its  own  form 
of  Brahman  (brahmarupata)  through  the  dissolution  of  the 
modifications  of  buddhi. 7  In  dreamless  sleep  and  ecstatic 
consciousness  the  traces  of  past  experiences  are  present, 
while  they  are  absent  in  release.8  The  discriminative  know¬ 
ledge  itself  disappears  when  release  is  attained,  for  it  is  like 
a  medicine  which  purges  itself  out  as  well  as  the  disease. 
While  deliverance  is  an  escape  from  suffering,  it  is  not  an 
escape  from  all  existence.  The  Samkhya  has  firm  faith  in 

1  S.K.,  6i.  *  S.P.S.,  ii.,  8.  Cp.  also  S.P.B.,  i.  164.  3  S.P.S.,  ii.  34;  Y.S.,ii.  3. 

4  Muktam  prati  pradhanasrstyuparamo  yat  tadbhogahetoh  svopadhi 
parinamavisesasya  janmakhyasyamitpadanam  (S.P.B.,  vi.  44). 

5  Prakrti viyogo  moksati:  Haribhadra. 

6  S.P.S.,  vi.  20.  7  Y.S.,  i.  4.  8  S.P.S.,  v.  117, 
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the  continuance  of  purusa,  and  so  cannot  be  regarded  as 
pessimistic.  When  the  play  of  prakrti  ceases,  its  develop¬ 
ments  will  lapse  into  the  undeveloped.  The  purusas  will  be 
seers  with  nothing  to  look  at,  mirrors  with  nothing  to  reflect, 
and  will  subsist  in  lasting  freedom  from  prakrti  and  its  defile¬ 
ments  as  pure  intelligences  in  the  timeless  void.  On  release, 
“  the  purusa,  unmoved  and  self-collected,  as  a  spectator 
contemplates  prakrti  which  has  ceased  to  produce."  1  The 
Samkhya  ideal  of  freedom  is  not  to  be  confused  with  the 
Buddhist  goal  of  voidness  or  extinction  of  self,2  or  the  Advaita 
absorption  into  Brahman, 3  or  the  Yogic  acquisition  of  super¬ 
natural  powers.  4  Nor  is  mukti  the  manifestation  of  bliss 
(ananda),  since  purusa  is  free  from  all  attributes.  5  The 
scriptural  passages  which  speak  of  bliss  mean  to  convey 
that  the  state  of  release  is  one  of  freedom  from  pain.6  So 
long  as  the  purusa  has  attributes,  it  is  not  free. 7 

When  discrimination  arises,  prakrti  does  not  forthwith 
free  the  purusa,  for,  on  account  of  the  momentum  of  past 
habits,  its  work  continues  for  some  little  time  8 ;  only  the 
body  is  no  more  an  obstacle  to  it.  By  virtue  of  the  force  of 
prarabdhakarma,  the  body  continues,  though  no  fresh  karma 
is  accumulated.  Though  the  jivanmukta  has  no  aviveka,  yet 
his  past  samskaras  compel  him  to  possess  a  body. 9  Release 
from  bondage  and  continuance  of  body  are  compatible  with 
each  other,  since  they  are  determined  by  different  causes. 
At  death  the  jivanmukta  attains  complete  liberation,  or  dis¬ 
embodied  isolation  (videhakaivalya).10  The  jlvanmuktas  teach 
us  about  the  nature  of  freedom  and  the  means  of  attaining  it.11 

If  the  play  of  prakrti  ceases,  the  purusa  is  no  more  the 
spectator,  since  there  is  nothing  to  see  ;  yet  it  is  said  that 
the  freed  soul  has  knowledge  of  the  whole  universe.12  We  do 
not  know  whether  the  released  souls  hold  social  intercourse 
among  themselves.  The  goal  seems  to  be  an  extinction  of 
individuality,  and  not  an  enhancement  of  personality.  The 

1  See  also  S.K.,  65.  4  S.P.S.,  v.  77-79.  3  S.P.S.,  v.  81. 

4  S.P.S.,  v.  82.  s  v.  74.  6  v.  67. 

7  The  Samkhya  view  of  freedom  is  not  unlike  Aristotle's  view  of 
blessedness  as  eternal  thinking  free  from  all  activity. 

8  S.K.,  67.  9  S.P.S.,  iii.  82-83. 

10  Chan.  Up.,  viii.  12.  1.  11  iii.  79- 

«»  S.P.S..  Vrtti,  vi.  59. 
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highest  state  of  isolation  from  prakrti  and  other  souls  is  one 
of  passivity,  which  no  breath  of  emotion  or  stir  of  action 
disturbs.  It  is  likely  to  be  confused  with  a  state  of  uncon¬ 
scious  existence.  Prasastapada  objects  to  the  3amkhya 
theory  of  freedom,  on  the  ground  that  prakrti,  which  is  by 
its  very  nature  active,  cannot  rest  idle.  If  prakrti  is  unin¬ 
telligent,  how  can  it  know  whether  the  purusa  has  perceived 
the  truth  or  not  ?  1  If,  according  to  the  Samkhya,  there  is 
only  disappearance  and  not  destruction  of  things,  there  is  no 
possibility  of  a  complete  destruction  of  ignorance,  passion, 
etc.  ;  in  other  words,  there  is  every  chance  that  they  may 
burst  out  again  in  the  released  soul.1 


XVIII 

Future  Life 

The  Samkhya  guarantees  the  endless  existence  of  the  soul 
in  both  directions.  If  the  soul  does  not  exist  from  all  eternity, 
then  there  is  no  reason  why  it  should  exist  to  all  eternity. 
The  soul  is  not,  therefore,  created.  The  more  we  recognise 
the  eternity  of  souls  the  less  need  do  we  find  for  a  creator 
God. 3  According  to  the  Samkhya,  the  failure  to  discriminate 
between  purusa  and  prakrti  is  the  cause  of  samsara.  This 
non-discrimination  leaves  an  impression  on  the  internal  organ 
which  produces  in  the  next  birth  the  same  fatal  defect.  The 
lingadeha,  or  subtle  body,  which  migrates  from  one  gross 
body  to  another  in  successive  births,  is  composed  of  buddhi, 
ahamkara  and  manas,  the  five  organs  of  perception  and  the 
five  of  action,  the  five  tanmatras  as  well  as  the  rudiments  of 
the  gross  elements,  which  serve  as  the  seed  whence  the 
physical  body  grows.  These  subtle  portions  of  the  gross 

*  ‘  In  fact,  we  find  that  even  when  it  has  duly  brought  about  a  certain 
perception  of  sound,  for  instance,  it  still  goes  on  functioning  towards  the 
same  perception  ;  and  in  the  same  way,  even  after  it  will  have  brought 
about  discriminative  knowledge,  it  would  go  on  with  its  functioning  towards 
the  same  end,  as  its  active  nature  will  not  have  been  set  aside  (by  the  said 
knowledge)  ”  (P.P.,  p.  7). 

*  Udayana’s  Parisuddhi,  ii.  2.  13  ;  Sastradipika,  pp.  323  ff- 

3  Some  thinkers  like  McTaggart  argue  for  a  non-omnipotent  and  non- 
creative  God. 
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elements  are  as  necessary  to  the  psychic  apparatus  as  the 
canvas  to  a  picture.1  This  subtle  body,  incorporeal  in  char¬ 
acter,  receives  the  impressions  made  by  deeds  performed  in 
the  course  of  its  various  migrations.  The  form  of  the  new 
embodiment  is  determined  by  it.  It  is  the  real  seat  of  pleasure 
and  pain.2  The  linga,  though  distinct  from  purusa,  consti¬ 
tutes  the  character  and  essential  being  of  the  person.  In  it 
are  contained  the  samskaras  or  predispositions.  The  linga  is 
compared  to  an  actor  who  plays  various  parts.  It  has  this 
power,  because  it  shares  in  the  property  of  all-pervadingness 
which  belongs  to  prakrti.  The  conjunction  of  purusa  with 
the  linga  is  the  cause,  as  well  as  the  symptom,  of  misery,  and 
persists  until  the  attainment  of  true  insight.  While  the 
subtle  bodies  are  continuant,  those  produced  from  father 
and  mother  perish  at  death. 3  The  union  of  the  linga  with 
the  gross  body  constitutes  birth,  and  its  separation  from  it 
death.  Except  in  the  case  of  those  who  have  attained 
freedom,  the  existence  and  rebirth  of  linga  last  for  a  whole 
world-period,  at  the  end  of  which  come  quiescence  and  equi¬ 
librium.  But,  when  creation  is  renewed,  it  starts  out  again 
on  its  career. 

The  investiture  in  successive  frames  is  determined  by  the 
dispositions  (bhavas),  which  are  the  results  of  acts  which  are 
impossible  without  bodies  subtle  and  gross.4  This  mutual 
dependence,  like  that  of  seed  and  sprout,  is  beginningless,  and 
need  not  be  regarded  as  a  defect. 5  The  evolution  of  buddhi, 

1  S.K.,  41.  We  cannot  therefore  say  that  mere  buddhi,  ahamkara, 
manas  will  do,  since  these  require  the  support  of  a  subtle  body.  Some 
construe  this  passage  as  demanding  the  existence  of  a  gross  body,  but  this 
interpretation  is  not  satisfactory  in  view  of  the  obvious  fact  that  during 
the  transition  from  one  life  to  another  the  subtle  body  subsists  without  the 
gross.  Vijnanabhiksu  suggests  that  there  is  a  third  kind  of  body  called 
adhisthanasarira  formed  of  a  finer  form  of  the  gross  elements  and  serving 
as  the  receptacle  of  the  subtle  body  (S.P.B.,  iii.  12). 

*  S.P.S.,  iii.  8.  3  S.K.,  39. 

4  S.K.,  52.  While  Vacaspati  and  Narayana  interpret  the  relation  of 
linga  and  bhava  as  one  of  experiencing  and  the  objects  experienced, 
Vijnanabhiksu  takes  it  to  refer  to  the  relation  of  intellect  and  its  conditions. 

5  Thus  there  are  three  kinds  of  creation  :  corporeal  creation  (bhautika- 
sarga),  consisting  of  souls  with  gross  bodies,  comprising  eight  orders  of 
superior  beings  and  five  of  inferior,  which,  together  with  the  human  kind, 
which  forms  a  class  apart,  constitute  the  fourteen  orders  of  being  distributed 
in  the  three  worlds,  the  creation  of  the  subtle  bodies  (tanmatrasarga) ,  and 

11 
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ahamkara,  the  subtle  body  and  the  gross  body,  is  a  physical 
process,  and  the  result  is  also  a  physical  one,  though  some  of 
these  products  are  of  so  fine  a  structure  that  they  cannot 
be  perceived  by  the  ordinary  senses.  The  physical  organisa¬ 
tion  becomes  a  living  being,  a  god,  man  or  animal,  when  it  is 
connected  with  a  purusa. 

Dharma  and  adharma  are  the  products  of  prakrti  and 
attributes  of  the  inner  organ,1  which  help  the  formation  of 
particular  bodies  and  senses  suited  to  the  living  beings, 
according  to  their  place  in  the  scale  of  development.  The 
law  of  karma  operates  through  the  bhavas  or  dispositions  of 
buddhi.2  Each  soul  is  relative  to  its  organism,  and,  according 
to  its  merit,  can  pass  through  all  the  grades  of  being  from 
the  lowest  to  the  highest, 3  which  are  fourteen  in  number. 
We  may  get  a  bodily  organism  where  our  life  is  confined  to 
the  obscure  sensations,  and  instincts  of  the  animal  or  the 
unconscious  movements  of  the  plants.  The  plant  world  is 
also  a  field  of  experience.4  All  these  products  of  prakrti  can 
only  stunt,  but  not  kill,  the  purusa  within. 


XIX 

Is  Samkhya  Atheistic  ? 

We  have  seen  how  the  elements  of  the  Samkhya  were 
subordinated  in  the  Upanisads  and  the  Bhagavadglta  to  an 
idealistic  theism.  While  the  Epic  philosophy  borrowed  the 
cosmogony  and  the  theory  of  the  absolute  passivity  of  purusa 
from  the  Samkhya,  it  did  not  regard  purusa  and  prakrti  as 
self-sufficient  realities,  but  represented  them  as  modes  of 
one  ultimate  Brahman.  In  its  classical  form,  however,  the 
Samkhya  does  not  uphold  theism.  In  its  indifference  to  the 
supremacy  of  an  absolute  spirit,  as  well  as  in  its  doctrine 

intellectual  creation  (pratyayasarga  or  bhavasarga),  consisting  of  the  affections 
of  intellect,  its  sentiments  and  faculties  classified  into  four  groups  according 
as  they  obstruct,  disable,  satisfy  and  perfect  the  understanding  (S.K.,  53  ; 
S.P.S.,  iii.  46). 

1  S.P.S.,  v.  25  ;  S.K.,  43. 

1  S.K.,  40,  43,  55  ;  B.G.,  vii.  12  ;  x.  4.  5.  For  the  three  kinds  of  bodies, 
see  S.P.S.,  v.  124. 

3  S.K.,  44. 


♦  S.P.S.,  v.  12. 
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of  the  relation  of  avidya  and  the  soul’s  entanglement  in 
samsara,  the  Samkhya  reminds  us  of  Buddhism.  It  may  well 
be  that  the  attempt  of  the  Samkhya  in  its  systematic  form  was 
to  declare  that  a  strict  adoption  of  the  rationalistic  method 
did  not  lead  us  to  the  repudiation  of  the  reality  of  selves. 

The  difficulties  of  creation  are  noticed.  All  actions  are 
motived  by  self-interest  or  benevolence.  God,  who  has  all 
his  interests  fulfilled,  can  have  no  more  selfish  interests.  If 
God  is  affected  by  selfish  motives  or  desires,  then  he  is  not 
free  ;  if  he  is  free,  then  he  would  not  involve  himself  in  the 
act  of  creation.1  To  say  that  God  is  neither  free  nor  fettered 
is  to  remove  all  basis  for  argument.  The  creation  of  the 
world  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  act  of  kindness,  since  the 
souls,  prior  to  creation,  have  no  pain  from  which  they  require 
to  be  released.  If  God  were  moved  by  goodwill,  he  would 
have  created  only  happy  creatures.  If  it  is  said  that  differ¬ 
ences  of  conduct  require  God  to  deal  with  men  in  accordance 
with  these  differences,  the  answer  is  that  the  law  of  karma 
is  the  operative  principle  and  the  aid  of  God  is  unnecessary.2 
Again,  material  things  cannot  issue  from  an  immaterial 
spirit.  The  eternal  existence  of  the  purusas  is  inconsistent 
with  the  infinity  and  creatorship  of  God.  Theism  seems  to 
weaken  belief  in  immortality,  for  if  we  have  a  creator  of 
souls,  then  souls  have  a  beginning  and  need  not  be  immortal. 
The  Samkhya,  which  is  anxious  to  abide  within  the  strict 
limits  of  knowledge,  holds  that  the  reality  of  God  cannot  be 
established  by  logical  proofs.  3  There  is  no  sensible  evidence 
or  inferential  knowledge  or  scriptural  testimony  of  Isvara. 
The  Samkhya  is  not  atheistic  in  the  sense  that  it  establishes 
that  there  is  no  God.  It  only  shows  that  there  is  no  reason 
for  supposing  there  is  one.4  The  passages  which  are  apparently 
theistic  in  the  scriptures  are  really  eulogies  of  freed  souls.  5 

The  old  gods  of  the  Vedic  hymns  manage  to  live  under 
the  aegis  of  the  rationalistic  Samkhya.  They  are,  however, 
not  eternal  in  nature.  The  Samkhya  accepts  the  theory  of  a 

1  S.P.S.,  i.  93-94.  2  S.P.S.,  v.  1.  See  Tattvakaumudl,  57. 

3  S.P.S.,  v.  12.  Cp.  Darwin  :  “  The  mystery  of  the  beginning  of  all 
things  is  insoluble  by  as,  and  I  for  one  must  be  content  to  remain  an 
agnostic"  (Life  and  Letters  of  Charles  Darwin). 

4  It  does  not  say  Isvarabhavat,  but  only  "  Isvarasiddheti." 

5  S.P.S.,  i.  95  ;  iii.  54-6. 
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Vyavasthapaka  Isvara,  who,  at  the  time  of  creation,  arranges 
the  successive  developments  of  prakrti.  Siva,  Visnu,  etc., 
are  regarded  as  phenomenal.1  The  Samkhya  admits  the 
existence  of  an  emergent  Isvara  previously  absorbed  in 
prakrti.2  The  souls,  who,  through  the  practice  of  unattach¬ 
ment  to  mahat,  etc.,  become  absorbed  in  prakrti,  are  said  to 
be  all-knowers  and  all-doers. 3  These  are  the  characteristics 
we  generally  attribute  to  God,  but,  as  the  Samkhya  holds 
that  prakrti  is  always  under  the  rule  of  another, 4  these  gods 
are  not  independent. 

The  unconscious  but  immanent  teleology  of  prakrti,  which 
reminds  us  of  Leibniz’s  doctrine  of  pre-established  harmony, 
is  a  crux  in  the  Samkhya  philosophy.  How  does  it  happen 
that  the  evolution  of  prakrti  is  adapted  to  the  needs  of  spirits  ? 
Prakrti  without  purusa  is  helpless,  nor  can  purusa  gain  freedom 
without  the  aid  of  prakrti.  It  is  difficult  to  regard  the  two 
as  entirely  distinct.  The  analogy  of  the  lame  and  the  blind 
is  unsound,  since  both  are  conscious  and  can  take  counsel 
together.  But  prakrti  is  not  conscious. 5  Again,  in  the  end 
only  the  purusa  is  said  to  be  liberated  and  not  prakrti.  The 
metaphor  of  the  magnet  and  the  piece  of  iron  is  unavailing, 
since  the  permanence  of  the  proximity  of  the  purusa  to  prakrti 
would  involve  an  unceasing,  evolution.  “  The  pradhana  being 
non-intelligent  and  the  purusa  indifferent,  and  there  being  no 
third  principle  to  connect  them,  there  can  be  no  connection 
of  the  two.”  6  The  simile  of  the  actress,  who  desists  from 
the  dance  after  exhibiting  herself  to  the  spectators,  does  not 
seem  to  be  rightly  conceived.  Purusa  falls  by  error  into  a 
confusion  with  prakrti,  and  the  remedy  seems  to  be  to  make 
the  confusion  worse  confounded.  The  evil  is  said  to  be 
removed  by  a  full  enjoyment  thereof.  The  purusa  is  liberated 
when  it  gets  disgusted  with  prakrti’s  doings. 

The  later  thinkers  found  it  impossible  to  account  for  this 
harmony  between  the  needs  of  purusa  and  the  acts  of  prakrti, 
and  so  attribute  the  function  of  guiding  the  development  of 

*  S.P.S.,  iii.  57. 

»  Prakrtilinasya  j anyeSvarasya  siddhih  (S.P.B.,  iii.  57). 

3  Sarvavit,  sarvakarta  (S.P.S.,  iii.  56). 

4  S.P.S.  Vrtti  and  S.P.B.,  iii.  55,  and  Y.S.,  iv.  3. 

5  S.B.,  ii.  2.  7.  6  S.B.,  ii.  2.  7. 
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prakrti,  by  removing  the  barriers,  to  God.1  They  thus  improve 
on  the  original  plan  of  the  system.  The  Samkhya  requires 
a  comprehensive  life,  which  allots  to  different  purusas  their 
respective  organisations.  Vacaspati  holds  that  the  evolution 
of  prakrti  is  directed  by  an  omniscient  spirit.  Vijnanabhiksu 
thinks  that  Kapila’s  denial  of  Kvara  is  a  regulative  principle, 
which  he  insisted  on  to  induce  men  to  withdraw  themselves 
from  the  excessive  contemplation  of  an  eternal  god,  which 
would  impede  the  rise  of  true  discriminative  knowledge.  He 
also  regards  atheism  as  an  unnecessarily  extravagant  claim 
(praudhivada)  to  show  that  the  system  does  not  stand  in  need 
of  a  theistic  hypothesis.  He  sometimes  explains  the  atheism 
of  the  Samkhya  as  a  concession  to  popular  views,2  and  suggests 
also  very  naively  that  it  is  propounded  with  the  set  object 
of  misleading  evil  men  and  preventing  them  from  attaining 
true  knowledge. 3  He  attempts  to  explain  away  the  Samkhya 
attitude  to  God.  In  several  places  4  Vijnanabhiksu  tries  to 
reconcile  the  Samkhya  views  with  those  of  the  Vedanta. 5 
He  admits  the  reality  of  a  universal  purusa.  “  He,  the 
supreme,  i.e.  the  generic  universal,  collective  purusa,  possesses 
the  power  of  knowing  all  and  doing  all,  being  like  the  lode- 
stone,  the  mover  to  activity  by  means  of  mere  proximity/ ' 6 
The  Samkhya,  however,  overlooks  the  fundamental  problem 
of  metaphysics  by  not  being  sufficiently  thorough.  It  has  had 
a  misleading  idea  that  the  inquiry  was  irrelevant  for  its 
purpose. 


XX 

General  Estimate 

The  student  of  the  history  of  philosophic  thought  finds  a 
constant  recurrence  of  the  fundamental  problems,  however 

1  Vacaspati,  Vijnanabhiksu  and  Nagesa.  Cp.  Vacaspati:  “  Isvarasyapi 
dharmadhisthanartham  pratibandhapanaya  eva  vyaparah."  Tattvavaisaradi, 
iv.  3. 

1  Abhyupagamavada  (S.P.B.,  Introduction). 

3  Papinam  jnanapratibandhartham. 

i  S.P.B.,  i.  122;  v.  61,  65;  vi.  52,  66. 

5  Prakrti,  the  material  cause  of  the  world,  is  said  to  be  undivided  (avi- 
bhakta)  from  Brahman,  which  is  different  from  the  souls  (S.P.B.,  i.  69;  iii.  66). 

6  Sa  hi  parah  purusasamanyam  sarvajnanasaktimat  sarvakartftasaktimac 
ca  (S.P.B.,  iii.  57).  See  also  S.P.B.,  v.  12. 
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varied  their  statements  and  however  widely  separated  in 
time  and  place  their  authors  may  be.  The  problems  do  not 
alter,  nor  even  the  answers,  so  much  in  themselves  as  in  their 
application.  When  the  scientific  theory  of  evolution  discovers 
an  orderly  process  of  development  from  the  crudest  germ  of 
life  to  the  fullest  flower  of  man,  it  is  not  the  hypothesis  that 
is  new,  for  that  is  as  old  as  the  Upanisads  in  India  or  Anaxi¬ 
mander,  Heraclitus  and  Empedocles  in  Greece  ;  but  what  is 
new  is  the  experimental  study  of  details  and  verification  of 
the  theory  by  modern  science.  The  Sarhkhya  theory,  which 
offers  some  satisfaction  to  a  need  which  the  mind  of  man 
experiences,  is  a  philosophical  conception  arrived  at  more 
under  the  moulding  influence  of  metaphysical  tendencies  than 
under  the  scientific  impulse  of  the  observation  of  objective 
existence.  But  the  philosophical  view  of  the  Sarhkhya,  with 
its  dualism  of  purusa  and  prakrti  and  a  plurality  of  infinite 
purusas,  each  unlimited  and  yet  not  interfering  with  the 
unlimitedness  of  the  others,  though  existing  out  of  and  inde¬ 
pendent  of  them,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  satisfactory  solution 
of  the  main  problem  of  philosophy.  The  dualistic  realism  is 
the  result  of  a  false  metaphysics.  It  will  be  well  for  us  to 
understand  at  the  outset  that  the  purusa  and  the  prakrti  are 
not  facts  of  experience,  but  abstractions  set  up  beyond 
experience  to  account  for  it. 

The  fundamental  truth  intended  by  the  Sarhkhya  theory 
of  purusa  is  that  consciousness  is  not  a  form  of  energy  like 
motion,  heat  and  electricity.  The  most  advanced  science  has 
only  established  a  relation  in  which  certain  nervous  pro¬ 
cesses  are  co-ordinated  with  certain  conscious  occurrences. 
While  we  cannot  derive  consciousness  from  material  existence, 
the  former,  in  its  empirical  form,  is  always  mediated  by  the 
latter.  To  overlook  this  essential  relation  is  a  mistake.  The 
purusa  is  said  to  be  something  over  and  above  the  continuum 
of  mental  states.  Such  a  purusa  is  never  experienced  and 
does  not  enter  into  the  view  of  an  empirical  metaphysics. 
If  we  separate  from  purusa  everything  that  is  material,  remove 
from  it  every  attribute  of  empirical  objects,  we  lose  hold  of 
everything  by  which  we  could  positively  characterise  it.  The 
purusa  is  defined  negatively  as  eternal  and  indivisible,  “  with¬ 
out  variableness  or  shadow  of  turning,”  as  resting  ever  in  its 
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own  pure  self-identity.  It  is  deprived  even  of  ideal  activity, 
and  it  becomes  just  the  possibility  of  a  pure  consciousness. 
It  is  postulated  as  an  element  in  our  personality  to  illumine 
the  mental  processes,  which  are  the  outcome  of  the  physical 
organisation.  It  does  not  figure  among  the  dramatis  persona 
of  the  play  it  witnesses.  The  spirit  which  the  art  of  prakrti 
serves  is  never  on  the  stage,  though  it  is  said  to  be  an  impli¬ 
cation  of  all  experience.  What  we  observe  is  the  jlva,  which 
is  not  pure  purusa,  but  purusa  qualified  by  prakrti.  Every 
soul  known  to  us  is  an  embodied  soul.  We  are  breaking  up 
the  unity  of  the  jiva  when  we  regard  it  as  a  juxtaposition  of 
a  purusa  complete  in  itself,  and  standing  only  in  accidental 
relations  to  the  things  and  beings  without,  which  are  simply 
organisations  of  the  products  of  prakrti.  If  we  are  loyal  to 
the  facts  of  experience,  we  shall  have  to  admit  that  a  pure 
self,  emptied  of  all  contents,  is  a  fiction  of  the  imagination. 

The  Samkhya  arguments  for  the  existence  of  the  purusa 
turn  out  to  be  proofs  for  the  existence  of  the  empirical  indi¬ 
viduals  and  not  transcendental  subjects.  This  fact  comes  out 
more  clearly  in  the  Samkhya  theory  of  the  plurality  of  purusas. 
The  chief  argument  for  the  plurality  of  purusas  is  that,  if 
there  were  only  one  purusa,  when  its  buddhi  returns  from  its 
delusion  the  cosmic  process  would  cease.  But  nothing  of  the 
kind  happens.  The  cosmic  play  continues  for  the  infinite 
number  of  bound  souls,  even  when  a  few  are  released  The 
argument  that  if  the  purusas  were  not  many  but  only  one, 
then  all  individual  souls  existing  in  bodies  would  have  to  die 
at  the  same  time  and  be  born  at  the  same  time,  assumes 
that  birth  and  death  apply  to  the  eternal  purusa,  which  is 
not  allowed  by  the  Samkhya  system.  We  can  only  infer  that 
the  embodied  souls  are  many  and  different,  since  they  do  not 
rise  or  die  together.  If  one  man  sees  a  particular  object, 
others  do  not  see  it  at  the  same  time,  simply  because  each 
jiva  has  its  own  separate  organism  and  interests.1  There 
does  not  seem  to  be  any  need  to  pass  from  the  manyness  of 
empirical  souls,  which  all  philosophers  admit,  to  the  manyness 
of  eternal  selves  which  the  Samkhya  upholds.  The  Samkhya 
purusa  is  altogether  distinct  from  prakrti.  We  cannot  ascribe 
to  it  any  features  such  as  personality  or  creative  force.  All 

*  S.S.S.S.,  xii.  68-69. 
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definite  characterisation  of  purusas  is  due  to  confusion.  The 
self  is  without  attributes  or  qualities,  without  parts,  imperisi^ 
able,  motionless,  absolutely  inactive  and  impassive,  unaffected 
by  pleasure  or  pain  or  any  other  emotion.  All  change,  all 
character  belong  to  prakrti.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any 
basis  for  the  attribution  of  distinctness  to  purusas.  If  each 
purusa  has  the  same  features  of  consciousness,  all-pervading- 
ness,  if  there  is  not  the  slightest  difference  between  one  purusa 
and  another,  since  they  are  free  from  all  variety,  then  there 
is  nothing  to  lead  us  to  assume  a  plurality  of  purusas.  Multi¬ 
plicity  without  distinction  is  impossible.  That  is  why  even 
the  Samkhya  commentators  like  Gaudapada  are  inclined  to 
the  theory  of  one  purusa.1  That  there  must  be  an  enjoyer 
of  things  shows  that  there  is  an  enjoying  soul  and  not  a 
passive  purusa.  The  separate  allotments  of  form,  birth, 
death,  abode  and  fortune  lead  only  to  the  empirical  multi¬ 
plicity  of  jivas.  From  the  different  conditions  of  the  three 
modes  we  cannot  infer  a  radical  pluralism,  since  they  are  only 
the  modifications  of  prakrti.  The  Samkhya  view  of  prakrti 
as  moving  for  the  sake  of  the  enjoyment  and  release  of  purusas, 
it  is  said,  requires  that  there  should  be  many  purusas.  If 
there  were  only  one  purusa  there  would  be  only  one  buddhi. 
But  let  us  remember  that  the  pure  purusa  is  immortal  and 
indifferent  and  has  no  longing  for  anything.  The  play  of 
prakrti  is  not  for  the  sake  of  the  ever-free  purusas,  but  only 
for  the  sake  of  the  reflected  egos.  There  is  no  dispute  about 
the  manyness  of  the  latter.  Superintendence  and  yearning 
for  release  hold  good  of  selves  which  suffer  from  want  of 
discrimination.  The  different  arguments  prove  the  plurality 
of  actual  souls  in  relation  to  prakrti  and  not  of  the  purusa 
we  reach  by  way  of  abstraction.  Plurality  would  involve 
limitations,  and  an  absolute  immortal,  eternal  and  uncon¬ 
ditioned  purusa  cannot  be  more  than  one.  If  the  being  of 
purusa  were  necessary  for  the  play  of  prakrti,  one  purusa  will 
do.2  Apparently,  the  Samkhya  is  compelled  to  concede  the 

1  See  Gaudapada  on  S.K.,  n  and  44. 

1  Regarding  the  plurality  of  all-pervading  selves,  whose  nature  is  pure 
intelligence  devoid  of  qualities  and  of  unsurpassable  excellence,  &amkara 
says  :  “  The  doctrine  that  all  selves  are  of  the  nature  of  intelligence,  and 
that  there  is  no  difference  between  them  in  the  point  of  proximity  (to 
prakrti),  etc.  (and  non-activity,  or  audasinya.  of  the  selves),  implies  that  il 
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reality  of  purusa  on  account  of  its  explanatory  value.  Every 
conscious  state  belongs  to  a  conscious  individual.  We  have 
never  a  feeling  but  that  of  the  self  feeling  in  a  certain  way. 
But  how  can  we  distinguish  the  self  of  purusa  from  its  expe¬ 
riences  ?  While  we  cannot  describe  mental  facts  without 
assuming  a  mental  subject,  we  cannot  describe  them  adequately 
if  we  make  the  subject  an  empty  focus  of  an  immaterial 
substance  or  an  unchanging  principle  of  universality  utterly 
unrelated  to  the  particular  facts  which  it  is  said  to  relate. 
To  explain  the  coherence  of  our  conscious  experiences  by  the 
presence  of  purusa  is  to  restate  the  characteristic  nature  of 
the  fact  and  hypostatise  it  as  a  causal  prius  of  its  own  exist¬ 
ence.  Purusa  is  not  a  sort  of  supernatural  hold-all  to  take  in 
all  conscious  experiences.  Throughout  the  Samkhya  there  is 
a  confusion  between  the  purusa  and  the  jiva.  If  purusa  is 
eternally  unchanging,  inactive  and  isolated,  then  it  cannot 
be  the  cogniser  or  the  enjoyer  subject  to  error  resting  on 
superposition.1  But  these  qualities  cannot  belong  to  prakrti,, 
since  they  are  attributes  of  intelligent  beings.  Superposition 
(adhyasa)  means  the  attribution  by  an  intelligent  being  of 
the  qualities  of  one  object  to  another.  So  the  conception  of 
jiva  is  developed.  Jivas  exist  as  individuals,  but  we  cannot 
conclude  that  purusas  have  a  separate  existence  of  their  own 
in  another  world  beyond  space  and  time.  Purusa  is  the 
perfect  spirit,  not  to  be  confused  with  the  particular  human 
spirit.  The  purusa  is  certainly  in  me,  this  individual  me, 
as  my  very  core  and  substance ;  and  the  jiva,  or  the  individual, 
with  all  his  irrational  caprices  and  selfish  aims,  is  but  a 
distortion  of  purusa.  To  say  that  every  jiva  is  striving  to 
realise  its  purusa  means  that  every  jiva  is  potentially  purusa, 
every  man  is  potentially  divine. 

Prakrti  is  also  an  abstraction  from  experience.  It  is  the 
limiting  concept  on  the  object  side,  the  name  for  the  unknown 
and  hypothetical  cause  of  the  object  world.  If  the  real  is 
the  experienced,  then  prakrti  is  the  unrealisable  abstraction 


one  self  is  connected  with  pleasure  and  pain,  all  selves  will  be  so  connected  ” 
(S.B.,  ii.  3.  50).  “  It  is  impossible  to  maintain  that  there  exist  many  all- 

pervading  selves,  since  there  are  no  parallel  instances  "  (S.B.,  ii.  3.  53).  The 
selves,  if  equally  omnipresent,  would  all  occupy  the  same  place. 

1  S.K.,  20-21. 
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of  pure  object.  This  character  of  prakrti  is  admitted  when 
it  is  denoted  by  the  word  “  avyakta,”  or  the  unmanifested. 
It  is  mere  emptiness,  being  the  formless  substrate  of  things. 
The  most  general  features  of  the  object  world  are  summed 
up  in  the  conception  of  prakrti.  Every  part  of  physical  and 
mental  nature  symbolises  the  tension  1  between  a  quality  and 
its  opposite,  giving  rise  to  activity.  If  change  is  a  passage 
from  the  potential  to  the  actual,  it  may  be  regarded  as  a 
struggle  of  the  form  to  realise  itself  by  overcoming  the 
obstacles  to  its  realisation.  The  three  gunas  represent 
the  three  moments  of  all  being  ;  and  prakrti,  said  to  be  the 
equilibrium  of  the  three  gunas,  is  but  the  framework  of  all 
existence.  As  Mahadeva  says,  it  is  not  something  which 
underlies  the  gunas,  but  is  the  triad  of  the  gunas.2  The  gunas 
are  the  forms  (rupa)  of  prakrti  and  not  its  attributes  (dharma). 
What  is  really  a  conceptual  abstraction  becomes,  when  viewed 
empirically,  an  undifferentiated  manifold  containing  the  poten¬ 
tialities  of  all  things. 

The  Samkhya  account  of  prakrti  and  the  gunas  inclines 
one  to  the  view  that  prakrti  and  its  development  are  not  real 
in  the  ultimate  sense  of  the  term.  The  three  gunas  imply 
the  necessary  conditions  of  all  existence.  Every  stage  of  the 
evolution  of  prakrti  involves  an  ideal  or  purpose  (sattva),  a 
striving  to  realise  it  (rajas),  and  a  materiality  (tamas)  which 
are  not  abstractions  but  definite  positive  existents,  at  any 
rate  in  the  opinion  of  Vijnanabhiksu.  Nothing  can  exist 
without  these.  They  are,  according  to  the  Samkhya,  in  a 
natural  state  of  conflict.  Prakrti  possesses  contrary  capacities. 
It  has  not  only  the  tendency  to  activity,  but  also  the  contrary 
tendency  to  oppose  activity.  Tamas  is  the  restraining  force. 
As  offering  resistance  to  activity,  it  becomes  the  basis  of 
activity  also.  The  existent,  or  that  which  has  the  three 
gunas,  represents  at  best  a  situation  and  not  reality.  To 
look  upon  sattva,  rajas  and  tamas  as  subsisting  in  a  state  of 
contradiction  and,  at  the  same  time,  as  constituents  of  the 
object,  is  possible  only  if  we  admit  that  every  object  in  which 
the  gunas  participate  is  nothing  but  a  conflict,  an  unreal 

1  Visamatva.  See  Maitrdyani  Up.,  v.  2. 

z  S.P.S.,  Vrttisara,  i.  61.  See  also  vi.  39.  Cp.  Guna  eva  prakrti£abda- 
vacya  na  tu  tadatirikta  prakptir  asti  ( Yogavarttika ,  ii.  18). 
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existent  trying  to  transcend  itself.  In  the  world  of  prakrti 
there  is  no  individual  which  is  entire  and  harmonious,  for  it 
is  always  a  question  of  one  guna  keeping  in  subjection  the 
others.  Even  when  sattva  prevails  tamas  is  there,  though 
in  bondage  to  sattva.  Evolution  is  nothing  more  than  the 
domination  of  the  one  or  the  other,  or  the  suppression  of  the 
one  or  the  other.  But  suppression  is  not  supersession.  No 
one  guna  can  extirpate  the  others.  We  cannot  conceive  of  a 
state  where  sattva,  rajas  and  tamas  exist  in  themselves, 
having  overcome  the  others,  or  exist  in  harmony.  In  pralaya 
they  seem  to  be  in  absolute  harmony,  but  it  is  only  seeming  ; 
for  prakrti  in  pralaya  is  said  to  be  in  a  state  of  tension.  It 
has  the  three  gunas  ;  but  since  they  are  equally  strong,  no 
evolution  takes  place.  We  have  evolution  when  one  of  these 
gunas  becomes  more  dominating.  Evolution  is  unceasing  so 
long  as  harmony  does  not  prevail.  The  Samkhya  philosophy 
does  not  contemplate  a  state  of  perfection,  where  the  three 
gunas  will  be  in  harmony.  The  original  state  of  prakrti 
cannot  be  said  to  be  a  harmony  ;  it  is  really  a  suspense,  a  con¬ 
dition  in  which  prakrti  may  be  said  to  be  neither  active  nor 
inactive.  The  incompatibles  seem  to  stand  in  absolute 
opposition.  It  is  not  so  much  possibility  but  its  limit,  the 
impossibility,  where  possibilities  are  sharply  divided  into 
contraries.  Prakrti  cannot,  in  any  sense,  be  regarded  as  a 
unity  or  a  harmony.  It  is  not  the  concrete  universal  which 
binds  together  the  different  existences,  or  the  bare  unity  of 
being  which  characterises  them  all.  It  is  a  state  of  tension 
of  the  gunas.  Purusa  is  necessary  to  introduce  some  order 
and  meaning  into  the  region  of  prakrti.  The  influence  of 
purusa  makes  the  suspense  disappear  ;  one  or  the  other  guna 
becomes  supreme,  holding  the  others  in  restraint.  There  can 
never  be  a  state  of  perfection.  Harmony  is  an  impossibility 
with  the  gunas.  Where  there  is  not  a  state  of  perfection, 
change,  evolution  or  involution  is  bound  to  appear.  The 
world  of  prakrti  is  not  the  real  in  itself.  Its  possession  of 
the  three  gunas  brings  out  its  self-contradictory  character. 
Since  perfection  or  reality  is  that  in  which  the  opposition  of 
the  three  gunas  is  overcome  and  transcended,  and  such  is  not 
the  character  of  prakrti ;  it  is  not  the  real.  The  very  endlessness 
of  the  process  of  prakrti  marks  it  off  as  unreal  and  relative. 
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The  Advaita  Vedanta  faces  this  conclusion  and  regards  the 
world  of  prakrti  as  maya. 

If  we  admit  the  Sarhkhya  view  of  prakrti  and  its  complete 
independence  of  purusa,  then  it  will  be  impossible  to  account 
for  the  evolution  of  prakrti.  We  do  not  know  how  latent 
potentialities  become  fruitful  without  any  consciousness  to 
direct  them.  As  Sarhkhya  says,  there  can  be  no  activity 
where  an  intelligent  principle  is  not  present.  “  The  three 
gunas  of  the  Samkhyas,  when  in  a  state  of  equipoise,  form 
the  pradhana.  Beyond  the  pradhana  there  exists  no  external 
principle  which  could  either  impel  the  pradhana  to  activity 
or  restrain  it  from  activity.  The  purusa  is  indifferent,  neither 
moves  to  nor  restrains  from  action.  As  therefore  the 
pradhana  stands  in  no  relation,  it  is  impossible  to  see  why 
it  should  sometimes  modify  itself  into  mahat  and  sometimes 
not.”  1  “Nor  can  we  say  that  pradhana  transforms  itself 
into  mahat,  etc.,  even  as  grass  does  into  milk,  for  grass  requires 
other  causes  which  are  present  only  in  a  cow  and  not  in  a 
bull.”  2  The  argument  that  from  limited  effects  an  unlimited 
cause  can  be  inferred  does  not  necessarily  prove  the  reality 
of  prakrti  composed  of  the  three  gunas.  The  gunas  limit  one 
another  and  are  therefore  effects.  If  the  gunas  are  unlimited, 
no  inequality  can  arise,  and  so  no  effects  can  originate.  3  If 
the  three  gunas  in  equipoise  form  pradhana,  and  if  they  do 
not  stand  in  the  relation  of  mutual  superiority  or  inferiority, 
they  will  not  enter  into  a  relation  of  mutual  subserviency, 
since  then  they  would  forfeit  their  absolute  independence. 
Since  there  is  no  extraneous  principle  to  stir  up  the  gunas 
into  an  unstable  state,  activity  is  impossible. 4  Unintelligent 
prakrti  cannot  spontaneously  produce  effects  which  serve  the 

1  S.B.,  ii.  2.  4.  See  also  S.B.,  Prasna  Up.,  vi.  3. 

*  S.B.,  ii.  2.  5.  3  R.B.,  ii.  2.  1. 

4  S.B.,  ii.  2.  8.  Ramanuja  says  :  “  If  the  Samkhyas  maintain  that  the 
origination  of  the  world  results  from  a  certain  relation  between  principal 
and  subordinate  entities  (angangibhava)  which  depends  on  the  relative 
inferiority  and  superiority  of  the  gunas  according  to  the  difference  of  the 
abodes  of  the  several  gunas  (S.K.,  16),  then,  as  in  the  pralaya  state,  the 
three  gunas  are  in  a  state  of  equipoise,  none  of  them  being  superior  or 
inferior  to  the  others,  that  relation  of  superiority  and  subordination  cannot 
then  exist,  and  therefore  the  world  cannot  originate.  If  it  be  maintained 
that,  even  in  the  pralaya  state,  there  is  a  certain  inequality,  it  would  follow 
therefrom  that  creation  is  eternal  "  (R.B.,  ii.  2.  6). 
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purposes  of  purusas.  Intelligence  cannot  be  attributed  to 
prakrti,  for  that  would  be  to  contradict  the  central  feature 
of  the  Samkhya.1  The  scriptures  do  not  tell  us  of  a  prakrti 
undirected  by  intelligence  as  the  cause  of  world  evolution. 
The  Samkhya  theory  admits  the  presence  of  design  in  the 
evolution,  for  the  final  cause  of  the  activity  of  prakrti  is  to 
enable  the  purusas  to  gain  their  freedom.  Both  the  efficient 
and  the  final  causation  attributed  to  prakrti  is  inconceivable 
on  the  hypothesis  of  a  non-intelligent  prakrti.  It  is  sometimes 
suggested  that  the  activity  of  prakrti  may  be  automatic  or 
habitual.  The  horse  drags  the  carriage  by  habit,  while  the 
driver  does  nothing  but  watch  the  movement  of  the  horse. 
But  habit  presupposes  past  acts.  The  horses  are  trained  by 
intelligent  men.  But  the  guidance  of  purusa  is  disallowed 
on  the  Samkhya  theory.  The  analogy  of  the  unconscious 
rise  of  milk  for  the  nourishment  of  the  calf  is  ineffective, 
since  a  distinction  is  to  be  made  between  proximate  and 
ultimate  causes.2 3  To  state  a  fact  is  not  to  remove  the 
mystery.  We  find  certain  laws  to  which  things  conform, 
but  unless  we  posit  the  ultimate  source  of  all  these  laws  the 
explanation  is  incomplete.  The  simile  of  the  blind  and  the 
lame  man  is  misleading,  since  both  of  them  are  intelligent 
and  active  agents  who  can  devise  plans  to  realise  their  common 
purpose.  Prakrti  and  purusa  have  no  common  purpose. 
Unconscious  prakrti  cannot  suffer  ;  inactive  purusa  cannot 
experience  suffering.  How  can  the  two  co-operate  for 
the  redemption  of  the  world  ?  The  question  cannot  be 
answered  so  long  as  the  Samkhya  declines  to  admit  a 
higher  unity.  3 

Subject  and  object  are  aspects  of  a  higher  unity,  distinc¬ 
tions  within  a  whole.  If  we  are  at  the  empirical  level,  even 
then  we  shall  have  to  say  that  all  consciousness  is  consciousness 

1  S.B.,  ii.  2.  g. 

*  S.B.,  ii.  2.  3.  Again  :  ’  The  cow,  which  is  an  intelligent  being,  loves 
her  calf,  makes  her  milk  flow  by  her  wish  to  do  so,  and  the  milk  is  in  addition 
drawn  forth  by  the  sucking  of  the  calf.” 

3  Vijnanabhik§u,  who  is  a  theist,  is  able  to  account  for  the  conjoint 
action  of  puru?a  and  prakrti.  He  writes  :  “  Prakrtisvatantryavadibhyam, 
samkhyayogibhyam  puru?arthaprayukta  pravrttih,  svayam  eva  purusena 
adyajlvena  samyujyate  .  .  .  ayaskantena  lohavat  .  .  .  asmabhis  tu  prakfti- 
puru§asamyoga  TSvarei^a  kriyate  ”  ( Vijnanamyta ,  i.  i.  2). 
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of  an  object  and  all  reality  is  the  object  of  consciousness.  It 
is  only  in  distinguishing  ourselves  from  and  relating  ourselves 
to  an  objective  world  that  we  know  the  self  at  all.  We  deepen 
our  consciousness  of  self  in  widening  our  experience  of  the 
world.  If  we  assume  the  essential  unrelatedness  of  subject 
and  object,  it  would  be  impossible  to  pass  from  the  one  to 
the  other.  The  unity  of  the  two  terms  is  the  presupposition 
of  their  difference.  It  is  simply  due  to  our  avidya,  our 
ignorance  or  want  of  reflection  on  the  nature  and  conditions 
of  experience,  that  we  fail  to  recognise  the  ultimate  oneness 
of  subject  and  object.  It  is  quite  true  that  the  dualistic 
conception  of  mind  and  object  is  natural  to  our  minds,  but  a 
little  reflection  tells  us  that  if  the  two  are  independent  we 
require  a  tertium  quid  to  connect  the  two.  The  moment  we 
realise  the  utter  unsatisfactoriness  of  this  tertium  quid 
hypothesis,  we  are  left  with  the  view  that  the  two  are 
aspects  of  one  ultimate  consciousness,  which  is  the  basis 
of  all  knowledge  as  well  as  existence.  Failure  to  recognise 
this  ultimate  unity  is  the  fundamental  mistake  of  the 
Samkhya  theory. 

All  evidence  that  we  have  shows  that  dualism  is  not 
absolute,  that  purusa  and  prakrti  are  not  accidentally  related. 
We  may  set  down  here  a  few  details  of  the  Samkhya  in  support 
of  this  view.  Prakrti  gives  rise  in  the  purusa  to  a  knowledge 
of  the  true  being  at  once  of  itself  and  of  the  world  which  it 
inhabits.  Does  this  not  bear  witness  to  the  unity  which 
underlies  the  difference  between  the  two  ?  Prakrti  becomes 
manifested  only  when  it  is  related  to  the  subject.  It  is 
unmanifested  when  it  is  unrelated  to  the  subject.1  If  prakrti 
is  what  it  does,3  then  it  is  informed  by  purusa.  In  other 
words,  the  conception  of  prakrti  independent  of  purusa  is  an 
unthinkable,  self-contradictory  one.  The  Samkhya  says  that 
prakrti  is  equally  primordial  with  purusa,  being  underived 
and  independent.  If  we  are  to  be  accurate,  we  have  to  say 
that  the  purusa  and  the  prakrti  are  antagonistic,  though 
mutually  dependent  articulations  within  the  real.  They  are 
the  necessary  presuppositions  of  the  creative  evolution.  If 
the  womb  of  the  eternal  ground  of  prakrti  is  not  impregnated 
by  the  purusa,  there  can  be  no  experience.  The  dust  of 
1  S.P.S.,  i.  79.  *  Prakarotlti  prakrtih. 
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prakrti  must  be  enchanted  by  purusa  if  it  is  to  evolve  into 
its  products.  Again,  the  immanent  teleology  of  prakrti’s 
evolution  is  traced  to  the  influence  of  purusa.  The  develop¬ 
ment  of  prakrti  is  regarded  as  the  means  for  the  realisation 
of  the  freedom  of  spirit.  While  the  Samkhya  does  not  admit 
that  prakrti  consciously  designs  and  executes  any  plan,  it 
still  holds  that  the  development  of  prakrti  is  the  execution 
of  a  plan  designed  to  meet  the  ends  of  spirit.  What  prakrti, 
the  bare  potentiality  of  objects,  becomes,  depends  upon  what 
form  or  end  of  purusa  is  impressed  upon  it.  Prakrti,  which 
is  potentially  everything,  becomes  this  or  that  thing  by  the 
acquisition  of  form  determined  by  the  purusas.  Though 
purusa  is  not  anywhere  in  the  chain  of  prakrti,  it  is  equally 
related  to  all  its  links.  Its  influence  not  only  starts  the 
evolution  of  prakrti,  but  continually  maintains  it.  If  an 
error  of  judgment  had  not  thrust  the  purusa  into  the  play¬ 
house,  and  if  our  deluded  minds  had  not  watched  the  per¬ 
formance  of  prakrti,  there  would  be  no  action  of  prakrti 
at  all. 

While  the  dualism  of  purusa  and  prakrti  involves  a  division 
of  the  consciousness  of  man  from  the  other  elements  of  his 
nature,  which  makes  knowledge,  life  and  morality  baffling 
mysteries,  the  latter  are  rendered  intelligible  by  the  Samkhya, 
simply  because  it  assumes  the  exact  opposite  of  what  it  avows 
to  itself,  viz.  the  unity  of  human  nature.  We  have  already 
seen  that  if  buddhi  were  unspiritual  and  unconscious,  it 
could  not  even  reflect  consciousness.  Things  belonging  to  two 
different  planes  of  existence  cannot  act  as  original  and  reflec¬ 
tion.  Purusa  cannot  be  said  to  experience  the  states  of 
buddhi,  since  its  reflection  in  buddhi  is  unreal.  The  Samkhya 
account  of  the  relation  of  purusa  to  buddhi  suggests  the 
kinship  between  the  two,  and  not  their  utter  opposition. 
The  most  intimate  point  of  contact  between  purusa  and 
prakrti  is  in  buddhi,  which  discriminates  and  co-ordinates 
the  operations  of  cosmic  energy  and,  by  the  aid  of  ahamkara, 
identifies  the  witnessing  self  with  these  activities  of  thought, 
sense  and  action.  It  is  buddhi  in  its  sattva  aspect  that  has 
to  strive  for  the  discriminative  knowledge.  When  buddhi 
realises  that  the  identification  is  a  mistake,  and  perceives 
that  all  is  mere  disturbance  of  the  equilibrium  of  the  gunas. 
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buddhi  turns  away  from  the  false  show  which  it  has  been 
supporting.  Purusa  ceases  to  associate  itself  with  the  cosmic 
dance,  and  prakrti  loses  her  power  to  reflect  herself  in  the 
purusa  ;  for  the  effects  of  ahamkara  are  destroyed,  buddhi 
becomes  indifferent,  and  the  gunas  fall  into  equilibrium.  If 
buddhi  is  caught  in  the  confusion,  the  purusa  is  said  to  be 
in  trouble  ;  if  buddhi  clears  up  the  confusion,  the  purusa  is 
said  to  be  saved.  Buddhi  seems  to  function  practically  as 
purusa.  It  is,  therefore,  more  akin  to  the  subject  than  to 
the  object.1 

The  ethical  consequences  of  the  view  are  equally  significant. 
If  prakrti  be  completely  mechanical,  then  freedom  of  the 
will  is  an  illusion,  since  the  will  is  a  product  of  prakrti. 
Ethical  distinctions  become  meaningless,  since  vice  and 
virtue  are  products  like  vitriol  or  sugar.  But  the  Saihkhya 
will  not  admit  that  a  human  being  cannot  be  blamed  for 
killing  any  more  than  the  stone  for  destroying.  There  is 
something  in  man  which  is  absent  in  the  stone  or  the  plant. 
There  is  something  more  than  mechanism  in  prakrti,  otherwise 
it  cannot  gain  for  us  freedom.  The  Saihkhya  asserts  that  the 
knowledge  which  saves  is  a  gift  of  prakrti. 

The  imagined  connection  between  purusa  and  prakrti, 
traced  to  aviveka  or  non-discrimination,  will  not  be  possible 
if  the  two  are  not  related  to  each  other.  It  is  difficult  to 
conceive  how  the  false  conception  of  a  connection  between 
two  entities,  which  refuse  to  have  anything  to  do  with  each 
other,  arises  The  connection  must  be  real  enough  to  further 
the  development  of  prakrti ;  it  must  be  real  enough  to  enable 
the  purusa  to  recognise  its  purity  and  isolation  through  the 
instrumentality  of  prakrti.  That  by  which  the  purusa  is 
helped  cannot  be  simply  external  to  it.  The  Saihkhya  is 
obliged  to  bring  the  two,  purusa  and  prakrti,  nearer  to  each 
other  than  its  insistence  on  dualism  would  make  us  believe. 
The  mutual  adaptation  of  purusa  and  prakrti  is  simply  mar- 

1  Vidyaranya,  in  his  Vivaranaprameyasamgraha  (p.  63)  says:  “Were 
things  as  the  Samkhyas  represent  them,  ahamkara  (the  self-sense)  and  all  that 
depends  on  it,  all  action,  all  enjoyment,  and  so  on,  would  present  themselves 
to  consciousness  in  a  purely  objective  form,  ‘  This  is  a  doer,'  ‘  This  is  an 
enjoyer,'  and  not  as  something  superimposed  on  the  self;  so  that  the  actual 
forms  of  consciousness,  ‘  I  am  a  doer,’  ‘  I  am  an  enjoyer,'  would  never  arise  ’’ 
(Indian  Thought,  vol.  i.  p.  376). 
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vellous.  To  give  an  example,  by  the  stress  of  what  we  may 
call  its  unconscious  desire,  prakrti  develops  little  mechanical 
toys  through  which  purusa  could  see  the  spectacle  of  the 
world.  Conscious  spirit  and  unconscious  nature  are  two 
stages  of  one  development.  It  is  the  jiva  that  strives  for 
liberation  ;  for  the  finite  consciousness  presupposes  an  infinite 
consciousness,  finitised  by  the  nature  of  prakrti ;  and  the 
finite  spirit  realises  its  true  being  by  discovering  the  infinite 
consciousness  within  it. 

When  the  Sarhkhya  breaks  up  the  process  of  reality  into 
its  two  articulations  of  the  mechanism  of  matter  and  the 
freedom  of  spirit,  it  is  to  be  noted  that  these  reals  are  con¬ 
ceptual  and  not  historical.  They  tell  us  that  in  the  world 
of  experience  we  have  two  different  tendencies  inseparably 
related.  Prakrti  and  purusa  are  the  two  aspects  of  all  expe¬ 
rience.  If  purusa  is  of  the  nature  of  consciousness,  prakrti 
is  non-conscious,  being  opposed  in  character  to  purusa.  These 
two,  consciousness  and  non-consciousness,  are  the  two  aspects 
of  the  one  becoming.  The  real  is  neither  mere  purusa  nor 
mere  prakrti.  These  are  non-existent,  since  whatever  exists 
has  name  and  form.  Matterless  form  and  formless  matter  are 
the  upper  and  the  lower  limits  of  the  scale  of  beings,  though 
neither  of  them  exists.  The  first  existent  is  mahat,  from 
which  the  rest  is  said  to  evolve.  This  mahat  is  not  pure 
matter,  but  formed  matter.  Mahat  is  the  determinate  mani¬ 
festation  of  the  indeterminate  prakrti.  If  both  purusa  and 
prakrti  do  not  co-operate,  we  cannot  have  mahat.  It  is  the 
first  product,  or  empirical  existence,  which  arises  when  prakrti 
is  informed  by  purusa.  The  God  whom  the  Sarhkhya  admits 
is  not  pure  subject,  but  has  in  him  the  potentiality  of  object. 
If  we  trace  back  the  products  of  the  world  to  their  highest 
category,  we  get  an  all-conscious  soul  containing  the  poten¬ 
tiality  of  all  things,  i.e.  a  subject-object.  All  things  that 
constitute  the  universe  are  subject-object.  Both  in  God  and 
in  the  lowest  matter  we  have  the  two  tendencies  of  purusa 
and  prakrti.  Those  in  which  matter  predominates  come 
lower  down,  and  those  in  which  form  is  predominant  come 
higher  up.  In  proportion  to  the  success  of  spirit  does  the 
resultant  being  stand  high  in  the  scale  of  creation.  In  the 
lowest  stage  of  matter  we  have  the  pure  externality  of  things 
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to  things,  though  even  this  realm  of  nature  serves  the  ends 
of  spirit.  We  have  a  gradual  ascent  in  plants,  animals  and 
men.  While  the  plant  stands  low  in  the  scale  of  organic  life, 
the  animal  with  its  sensitive  part  comes  higher  up  ;  man  is 
higher  still  with  his  rational-volitional  nature.  All  things 
continually  strive  to  rise  higher  and  higher.  The  theory  of 
development  regards  the  individual,  not  as  a  permanent 
result,  but  as  a  transitory  phase  leading  up  to  the  revelation  of 
the  perfect  purusa.  These  opposites  are  mutually  dependent, 
through  antagonistic  movements  of  the  one  concrete  becoming. 
If  we  separate  the  purusa  from  prakrti,  it  becomes  unreal ; 
so  also  prakrti  separated  from  purusa.  All  things  combine 
purusa  and  prakrti  and  struggle  to  reveal  the  purusa 
more  and  more,  and  this  struggle  is  the  process  of  the 
world. 

When  the  Sarhkhya  thinkers  hold  that  the  highest  product 
of  experience  is  not  ultimate,  they  mean  that  the  world  of 
experience,  in  which  the  two  tendencies  struggle  for  the 
domination  of  the  one  on  the  other,  requires  some  other 
principle  as  its  logical  basis.  Their  suggestion  that  what  is 
behind  and  beyond  this  world  of  strife  is  purusa  on  the  one 
side  and  prakrti  on  the  other,  possible  subjects  and  possible 
objects  eternally  opposed  to  one  another,  does  not  do  justice 
either  to  the  facts  of  experience  or  to  the  principles  of  the 
Sarhkhya.  If  the  cosmic  spirit  (mahat)  gives  rise  to  the 
plurality  of  individual  subjects  (ahamkara)  and  individual 
objects  (tanmatrani),  it  is  unnecessary  to  postulate,  behind 
mahat,  a  plurality  of  subjects  and  objects.  If  all  the  objects 
are  reduced  to  one  prakrti,  the  subjects  may  also  be  reduced 
to  one  universal  spirit,  which  in  the  empirical  individuals 
of  the  world  has  to  contend  with  the  manifold  impediments 
of  matter.  If  the  impassive  consciousness  of  purusa  and  the 
incessant  movement  of  prakrti  are  regarded  as  independent 
of  each  other,  the  problem  of  philosophy  is  insoluble.  But 
the  Sarhkhya  philosophy  becomes  plausible,  simply  because 
it  describes  their  different  relations  as  if  they  were  the  different 
aspects  of  the  single  eternal  energy  of  spirit.  The  wonderful 
way  in  which  they  help  each  other  shows  that  the  opposites 
fall  within  a  whole.  The  transparent  duality  rests  upon 
some  unity  above  itself.  If  anything  may  be  regarded  as 
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the  presupposition  of  all  experience,  it  is  a  universal  spirit 
on  which  both  the  tendencies  of  purusa  and  prakrti  rest,  for 
the  two,  purusa  and  prakrti,  do  not  stand  confronting  and 
contradicting  each  other.  In  the  becoming  of  the  world,  the 
contradiction  is  resolved.  It  shows  that  the  two  things  rest 
on  a  fundamental  identity.  The  Samkhya  insistence  on 
purusa,  when  it  is  not  confused  with  the  jiva,  amounts  to 
nothing  more  than  the  recognition  of  a  pure  and  perfect 
presence,  not  divided  by  the  divisions  of  things,  not  affected 
by  the  stress  and  struggle  of  the  cosmic  manifestation,  within 
it  all,  while  superior  to  it  all.  The  absolute  self  is  too  great 
to  be  limited  by  the  movement  in  time  and  space  which  it 
supports.  But  the  world  hangs  on  it.  Prakrti  represents, 
in  Hegel’s  phrase,  “  the  portentous  power  of  the  negative,” 
which  brings  the  world  into  being.  If  we  start  with  an 
original  unbridgeable  chasm,  the  unity  of  the  world  cannot 
be  rendered  intelligible.  The  moment  it  becomes  conscious 
of  an  object  the  absolute  spirit  becomes  the  supreme  subject 
acting  on  the  object  which  is  called  mahat.1 * * 4 5  Vijnanabhiksu 
quotes  from  the  Mahabharata  2  a  verse  which  declares  that 
prakrti,  which  changes,  is  called  avidya  and  purusa,  which 
is  free  from  all  change,  is  vidya.3  The  Samkhya  is  anxious 
to  make  out  that  prakrti  is  not  something  subjective  or 
unreal,  since  an  unreal  entity  cannot  give  rise  to  real  bondage.  4 
However  that  be,  prakrti  is  the  negative  of  purusa,  the  not- 
self  of  the  self.  The  witnessing  by  the  self  of  the  not-self  5  is 
the  affirmation  by  the  self  of  the  not-self  or  prakrti.  This 
affirmation  gives  to  it  all  the  existence  which  it  has.  The 
rise  of  the  object  is  correlated  with  the  rise  of  the  subject. 
This  self-conscious  spirit,  correlated  with  the  rise  of  mahat, 


1  Matsya  Purana  says  that  Brahma,  Vi§nu  and  Mahesvara  are  produced 
i'rom  the  principle  of  mahat  according  as  it  is  dominated  by  the  gunas  of 
rajas,  sattva  and  tamas  respectively. 

Savikarat  pradhanat  tu  mahat  tattvam  prajayate 
Mahan  ity  yatah  khyatir  lokanam  jayate  sada. 

Gunebhyah  ksobhyamanebhyas  trayo  deva  vijajnire 
Ekamurtis  trayo  bhaga  brahmavisnumahesvarah. 

See  Indian  Philosophical  Review,  vol.  ii.  fn.  to  p.  200;  also  Bhagavata,  i.  iii.  223, 
*  12.  11419.  3  S.P.B.,  i.  69. 

4  Cp.  Na  hi  svapnarajjva  bandhanam  drsfam  (S.P.B.,  i.  20). 

5  Prakrtim  pa£yati  puru§ah  (S.K.,  65). 
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is  not  this  or  that  jiva,  since  it  continues  to  force  prakrti 
into  activity,  however  many  jivas  might  obtain  release. 
Through  the  control  of  the  supreme  Lord,  prakrti  is  pro¬ 
gressively  pluralised,  even  as  a  single  throb  of  Bergson’s 
elan  vital  is  broken  into  its  manifold  reverberations  in  nature. 
Vijnanabhiksu  refers  to  a  supreme  person  produced  at  the 
beginning  of  creation  with  the  principle  of  mahat  as  his  upadhi, 
or  external  investment.1  This  supreme  personality  combines 
within  himself  the  peace  and  bliss,  the  calm  and  silence  of 
purusa,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  jarring  multiplicity,  the 
strife  and  suffering  of  prakrti,  on  the  other.  The  supreme 
contains  within  itself  all  lives  and  bodies,2  and  each  separate 
individual  being  is  nothing  more  than  a  wave  of  this  boundless 
surge,  a  fragment  of  the  world-soul.  l£vara-mahat  is  the  unity 
at  the  start,  in  which  the  two  different  tendencies  are  fused 
into  one.  So  the  Vedanta,  as  well  as  the  Puranas,  looks 
upon  prakrti  as  dependent  on  the  supreme  reality.  3  Only 
such  a  view  can  make  the  Samkhya  philosophy  more  con¬ 
sistent.  The  Samkhya  does  not  rise  to  the  truth  of  monistic 
idealism,  but  is  content  to  remain  at  the  level  of  mere  under¬ 
standing,  which  insists  upon  the  distinction  between  being 
and  non-being,  and  regards  the  opposition  between  the  two 
as  real  and  their  identity  as  unreal.  It  was  not  able  to 
realise  all  that  is  involved  in  the  questions  it  raised — ques¬ 
tions  the  difficulty  and  importance  of  which  have  been 
brought  to  light  by  ages  of  conflict  and  controversy — still 
less  to  reach  a  satisfactory  solution  of  them.  Yet  withal  it 
is  a  great  effort  of  the  human  mind  to  reach  a  comprehensive 
view  of  the  universe  in  which  no  element  of  reality  is  suppressed 
or  mutilated  The  different  aspects  of  things  must  be  clearly 
defined  and  distinguished  ere  their  true  relations  can  be  seen, 
and  the  Samkhya  analysis  of  experience  prepared  the  ground 
for  a  more  adequate  philosophy. 

1  S.P.B.,  v.  12. 

2  The  mahat  of  the  Samkhya  is  identified  in  the  fourth  chapter  of  the 
Vayu  Purdna  with  I§vara  or  Brahma.  Cp.  Visij,u  Purdna  :  “  Avijneyam 
brahmagre  samavartata."  It  is  the  divine  mind  in  the  creative  mood,  the 
source  of  the  universe  (jagadyoni). 

8  In  the  Visnu  Purdna  (i.  2)  it  is  described  as  KaryakaranaSaktiyukta. 
It  is  the  effect  of  the  supreme  Lord  and  the  cause  of  the  rest  of  the  universe. 
Culika  Up.  speaks  of  prakpti  as  “  Vikarajananim  may  am  a§tarupam  ajaro 
dhruvam."  See  also  S.P.B.,  i.  26. 
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CHAPTER  V 


THE  YOGA  SYSTEM  OF  PATANJALI 


Introduction — Antecedents  of  the  Yoga  system — Date  and  literature — 
The  Samkhya  and  the  Yoga — Psychology — The  means  of  knowledge — 
The  art  of  Yoga — Ethical  preparation — The  discipline  of  the  body — 
Regulation  of  breath — Sense-control — Contemplation — Concentration — 
Freedom — Karma — Supernormal  powers — Theism  of  the  Yoga — Con¬ 
clusion. 


I 

Introduction 

The  investigations  of  the  Psychical  Research  Society  into 
what  are  called  “  spiritualistic  ”  phenomena  have  begun  to 
shake  the  hardiest  faith  in  the  truths  hitherto  accepted  in 
the  name  of  science,  that  intelligence  and  memory  are  functions 
dependent  on  the  integrity  of  the  cerebral  mechanism,  which 
will  disappear  when  that  mechanism  decays.  Some  thinkers 
are  now  beginning  to  believe  that  the  brain  is  by  no  means 
indispensable  for  conscious  activities.  Psychologists  tell  us 
that  the  human  mind  has  other  perceptive  faculties  than  those 
served  by  the  five  senses,  and  philosophers  are  slowly  accepting 
the  view  that  we  have  mental  powers  other  than  those  of 
ratiocination  and  a  memory  conditioned  by  the  brain.  The 
ancient  thinkers  of  India  had  a  good  working  knowledge  of 
what  may  be  called  the  science  of  metapsychics,  and  were 
quite  familiar  with  cryptesthesia  and  other  kindred  powers. 
They  tell  us  that  we  can  acquire  the  power  of  seeing  and 
knowing  without  the  help  of  the  outer  senses,  and  can  become 
independent  of  the  activity  which  we  exercise  through  the 
physical  senses  and  the  brain.  They  assume  that  there  is  a 
wider  world  about  us  than  we  are  normally  able  to  apprehend 
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When  some  day  our  eyes  open  to  it,  we  may  have  an  extension 
of  our  perception  as  stupendous  as  a  blind  man  has  when 
he  first  acquires  sight.  There  are  laws  governing  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  this  larger  vision  and  manifestation  of  latent  powers. 
By  following  the  principles  of  the  Yoga,  such  as  heightening 
the  power  of  concentration,  arresting  the  vagaries  of  mind 
by  fixing  one’s  attention  on  the  deepest  sources  of  strength, 
one  can  master  one’s  soul  even  as  an  athlete  masters  his 
body.  The  Yoga  helps  us  to  reach  a  higher  level  of  con¬ 
sciousness,  through  a  transformation  of  the  psychic  organism, 
which  enables  it  to  get  beyond  the  limits  set  to  ordinary 
human  experience.  We  discern  in  the  Yoga  those  cardinal 
conceptions  of  Hindu  thought,  such  as  the  supremacy  of  the 
psychic  over  the  physical,  the  exaltation  of  silence  and 
solitude,  meditation  and  ecstasy,  and  the  indifference  to  outer 
conditions,  which  make  the  traditional  Hindu  attitude  to 
life  appear  so  strange  and  fantastic  to  the  modern  mind. 
It  is,  however,  conceded,  by  many  who  are  acquainted  with 
it,  that  it  is  a  necessary  corrective  to  our  present  mentality, 
overburdened  with  external  things  and  estranged  from  the 
true  life  of  spirit  by  humdrum  toil,  material  greed  and  sensual 
excitement. 

The  word  Yoga  is  used  in  a  variety  of  senses.1  It  may 
simply  mean  “  method.”  2  It  is  often  used  in  the  sense  of 
yoking.  3  In  the  Upanisads  and  the  Bhagavadgitd,  the  soul 
in  its  worldly  and  sinful  condition  is  said  to  live  separate  and 
estranged  from  the  supreme  soul.  The  root  of  all  sin  and 
suffering  is  separation,  disunion,  estrangement.  To  be  rid 
of  sorrow  and  sin,  we  must  attain  spiritual  unification,  the 
consciousness  of  two  in  one,  or  Yoga.  In  Patanjali,  Yoga 
does  not  mean  union,  but  only  effort,  or,  as  Bhoja  says, 
separation  (viyoga)  between  purusa  and  prakrti.  It  is  the 
search  for  what  Novalis  called  “  our  transcendental  me,”  the 
divine  and  eternal  part  of  our  being.  It  also  signifies  exertion, 
strenuous  endeavour,  and  so  came  to  be  used  for  the  system 

1  See  I.P.,  p.  532.  *  B.G.,  iii.  3. 

3  See  I.P.,  p.  532.  See  R.V.,  i.  34.  9  ;  vii.  67.  8  ;  iii.  27.  11  ;  x.  30.  n  ; 
x.  1 14.  9  ;  iv.  24.  4  ;  i.  5.  3  ;  i.  30.  7  ;  Sat.  Brah.,  xiv.  7.  i,  11.  According 
to  Yajnavalkya,  the  conjunction  of  the  individual  and  the  supreme  souls 
is  called  Yog£„  Samyogo  yoga  ity  ukto  jlvatmaparamatmanor  iti 
(S.D.S.,  xv). 
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of  the  restraint  of  the  senses  and  the  mind.1  Though  it  is 
sometimes  used  as  a  synonym  for  the  end  of  samadhi,  it  is 
more  often  employed  to  indicate  the  way  of  reaching  it. 
Passages  are  not  wanting  where  it  signifies  the  supreme  power 
possessed  by  God.2  Yoga,  according  to  Patanjali,  is  a 
methodical  effort  to  attain  perfection,  through  the  control  of 
the  different  elements  of  human  nature,  physical  and  psychical. 
The  physical  body,  the  active  will  and  the  understanding 
mind  are  to  be  brought  under  control.  Patanjali  insists  on 
certain  practices  which  are  intended  to  cure  the  body  of  its 
restlessness  and  free  it  from  its  impurities.  When  we  secure 
through  these  practices  increased  vitality,  prolonged  youth 
and  longevity,  these  are  to  be  employed  in  the  interests  of 
spiritual  freedom.  The  other  methods  are  employed  to 
purify  and  tranquillise  citta.  The  main  interest  of  Patanjali 
is  not  metaphysical  theorising,  but  the  practical  motive  of 
indicating  how  salvation  can  be  attained  by  disciplined 
activity.3 


II 

Antecedents 

That  we  can  secure  many  physical  and  mental  powers  which  are 
not  found  in  ordinary  men,  by  means  of  discipline,  that  restraint  of 
bodily  and  mental  activities  helps  us  to  gain  release  from  suffering, 
is  an  old  view  in  India.  Crude  conceptions  of  the  value  of  ecstasy 
and  hypnotic  trance  are  to  be  met  with  in  the  Rg-Veda,  which  also 


*  Y.S.,  i.  i. 

*  B.G.,  ix.  5.  See  also  Baladeva’s  Prameyaratndvali,  p.  14. 

3  The  Yogatattva  Up.  speaks  of  four  kinds  of  Yoga :  Mantrayoga, 
Layayoga,  Hafhayoga  and  Rajayoga.  Patanjali’s  Yoga  is  of  the  last  kind, 
since  it  deals  at  length  with  the  process  of  stilling  the  mind  and  attaining 
samadhi.  Hafhayoga  holds  that  bodily  activities  can  be  mastered.  Bodily 
control  is  a  part  of  Patanjali’s  Yoga.  Mantrayoga  is  based  on  faith-healing. 
While  the  Christian  thinkers  who  practise  this  method  attribute  the  influence 
to  the  Christian  faith  and  ministry,  there  is  evidence  that  faith-cure  is  not 
confined  to  any  one  form  of  religion.  M.  Cou6  reminds  us  of  the  ancient 
medicine  man.  Cure  by  faith  is  not  interference  with  the  order  of  nature 
by  the  direct  hand  of  God  or  penetration  of  some  secondary  supernatural 
essence.  Cure  by  mantras  or  incantations  is  possible  only  in  cases  where 
the  disease  is  nervous  and  the  mind  is  deranged  under  a  baffled  will  or  an 
overpowering  conviction  or  some  obsession  or  dislocation  bom  of  a  mental 
shock.  The  scoffer  who  says,  “  Show  me  a  broken  leg  re-set  by  faith  and 
I  will  listen  to  your  pretensions,”  is  not  altogether  impertinent. 
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mentions  the  word  “  muni.’’  1  According  to  it,  the  meditation  on  the 
divine  light  is  a  sacred  act  of  devotion.1 3 4 5 6 *  In  the  Atharva  Veda  the  idea 
is  very  common  that  supernatural  powers  can  be  obtained  through 
the  practice  of  austerities. 3  Soon  the  conception  of  tapas  appears, 
giving  a  more  ethical  character  to  the  discipline.  One  has  to  give  up 
all  worldly  enjoyments  to  fix  one’s  mind  on  the  eternal.  The  Upanisads 
assume  the  Yoga  practice  in  the  sense  of  a  conscious  inward  search 
or  striving  after  a  true  knowledge  of  reality.  Meditation  and  con¬ 
centration  are  insisted  on/  since  a  direct  knowledge  of  the  self  as  subject 
is  not  possible.  The  Upanisads  regard  tapas  and  brahmacarya  as 
virtues  productive  of  great  power. 5  Those  Upanisads  which  speak  of 
the  Samkhya  theories  refer  to  the  Yoga  practices  as  well.  The  Katha, 
the  Svetakvatara  and  the  Maitrayani  refer  to  the  practical  side  of 
religious  realisation,  as  distinct  from  the  theoretical  investigation  of 
the  Samkhya.  Yoga,  as  a  technical  term,  occurs  in  the  Katha,  the 
Taittiriya,  the  Maitrayani 6  Upanisads,  but  it  cannot  be  said  that  the 
Yoga  mentioned  in  them  is  identical  with  the  Yoga  of  Patanjali.  The 
idea  of  samadhi  may  have  developed  out  of  the  Upanisad  doctrine 
that  compares  the  realisation  of  the  Absolute  or  freedom  from  the 
things  of  empirical  life  to  the  deep  dreamless  sleep.  The  Katha 
Upanisad  speaks  of  the  highest  condition  of  Yoga  as  a  state  in  which 
the  senses,  with  mind  and  intellect,  are  brought  to  a  standstill. 7  Not 
unnaturally,  there  were  people  who  tried  to  induce  artifically  such 
states  of  trance.  The  Maitri  Upanisad  speaks  of  a  sixfold  Yoga,  and 
mentions  the  technical  terms  of  Patanjali’s  system.8  Apparently  the 
Yoga  of  Patanjali  was  not  perfected  at  the  time  of  the  early  Upanisads, 
though  we  see  its  gradual  growth  in  the  later  ones. 

Buddha  practised  Yoga  in  both  its  senses.  He  underwent  ascetic 
austerities  and  practised  the  highest  contemplation.  According  to 
Lalitavistara,  numberless  forms  of  ascetic  austerities  were  in  vogue  in 
Buddha’s  time. 9  Some  of  the  teachers  of  Buddha,  like  Alara,  were 
adepts  in  Yoga.  The  Buddhist  Suttas  are  familiar  with  the  Yoga 
methods  of  concentration.  The  four  states  of  dhyana  of  Buddhism 
correspond  roughly  to  the  four  stages  of  conscious  concentration  in 
the  classical  Yoga.10  According  to  Buddhism,  the  possession  of  the 
five  qualities  of  faith,  energy,  thought,  concentration  and  wisdom, 
enables  one  to  attain  the  end  of  Yoga11  ;  and  the  Yoga  accepts  this 


1  x.  136.  4-5.  See  I.P.,  p.  hi. 

1  The  Gayatrl  is  mentioned  in  the  R.V.,  iii.  3.  9,  10.  See  also  Aukla 
Yajur  Veda,  iii.  35  ;  Sdma  Veda,  ii.  8.  12. 

3  I.P.,  p.  121. 

4  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  14  ;  iii.  5  ;  iv.  4  ;  Tait.,  i ;  Katha,  iii.  12  ;  Prasna,  v.  5. 

5  Chan.  Up.,  iii.  17.  4  ;  Brh.,  i.  2.  6  ;  iii.  8.  10  ;  Tait.,  i.  9.  1  ;  iii.  2.  1  ; 
iii.  3.  1  ;  Tait.  Brah.,  ii.  2.  3.  3  ;  £at.  Brah.,  xi.  5.  8.  1. 

6  vi.  10.  7  See  also  Chan.,  vi.  8.  6. 

8  vi.  18.  9  I.P.,  p.  355,  n.  3. 

10  Y.S.,  i.  17.  See  I.P.,  p.  426.  11  Majjhima  Nikdya,  i.  16^ 
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view.1 *  The  Yogacara  school  of  Buddhism  openly  combines  Buddhist 
doctrine  with  the  Yoga  details.  The  later  Buddhistic  works  assume 
a  developed  Yoga  technique.3 * * 

In  the  Mahdbharata,  the  Samkhya  and  the  Yoga  are  used  as  com¬ 
plementary  aspects  of  one  whole,  signifying  theory  and  practice,  philo¬ 
sophy  and  religion.  It  is  said  that  the  Yoga  admits  a  twenty-sixth 
principle  of  God.  Besides,  salvation,  which  was  originally  looked  upon 
as  identification  with  the  Absolute,  becomes  isolation  of  spirit  from 
prakrti,  when  the  Absolute  ceased  to  be  the  all-comprehensive  being 
from  which  the  individual  souls  sprang  and  became  the  Isvara,  or 
helper.  There  are  references  to  dharana,  pranayama  in  the  Maha- 
bharata.i  Many  of  the  ascetics  of  the  Epic  resort  to  Yoga  as  a  means 
to  the  attainment  of  magical  powers, 4  which  are  frequently  mentioned 
in  the  Mahdbharata. 5 

The  Upanisads,  the  Mahdbharata,  including  the  Bhagav  adglia , 
Jainism  and  Buddhism  accept  Yogic  practices.  The  Yoga  doctrine 
is  said  to  be  as  old  as  Brahma.  Patanjali’s  Yoga  is  the  crystallisation 
of  ideas  on  asceticism  and  contemplation  extant  at  his  time  in  a  more 
or  less  hazy  and  undefined  way.  He  codified  the  nebulous  tradition 
evolved  under  the  pressure  of  life  and  experience.  His  system  bears 
the  marks  of  the  age  in  which  it  was  produced.  While  we  have  in  it 
the  most  refined  mysticism,  we  have  also  mixed  with  it  many  beliefs 
derived  from  the  prevailing  religions  of  the  time. 

Vatsyayana  refers  to  an  earlier  form  of  Yoga  which  held  the 
doctrine  of  the  creation  of  the  world  by  the  karma  of  the  spirit,  which 
is  also  responsible  for  the  evils  of  love  and  hatred  and  the  impulse 
for  activity  and  the  coming  into  being  of  the  non-existent  and  the 
passing  away  of  the  existent.6  This  Yoga  insists  on  the  importance 
of  human  activity,  and  is  more  closely  related  to  the  Karma  Mimamsa 
than  to  the  Samkhya,  which  adopts  the  satkaryavada,  the  ultimateness 
of  soul  and  the  rise  of  conscious  occurrences  on  account  of  connection 
with  the  body,  the  senses,  mind  and  material  qualities.  So,  according 
to  Vatsyayana,  there  are  sharp  differences  between  the  Samkhya  and 
the  Yoga  even  on  such  fundamental  questions  as  the  nature  of  the  soul, 
activity  and  causation.  When  insistence  on  activity  is  attached  to 
the  Samkhya  philosophy,  we  get  the  classical  type  of  Yoga. 


1  Y.S.,  i.  33. 

*  For  a  detailed  account,  see  Hopkins  :  Yoga  Technique  in  the  Great  Epic, 
J.A.O.S.,  xxii. 

3  xii.  11683-4.  4  xii.  326.  8. 

5  xii.  340-55  ;  xii.  303.  163  ;  xiii.  14.  420. 

6  Purusakarma  dinimitto  bhutasargah,  karmahetavo  dosah  pravrttis  ca, 
svagunavisistas  cetana,  asad  utpadyata  utpannam  nirudhyata  iti  yoganam 

(N.B.,  i.  1.  29).  Uddyotakara  adds  that,  according  to  this  Yoga,  the  organs 
of  senses  were  made  of  elements  (bhutas). 
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III 

Date  and  Literature 

The  Yoga  Sutra  of  Patanjali  is  the  oldest  textbook  of  the  Yoga 
school.  It  has  four  parts,  of  which  the  first  treats  of  the  nature  and 
aim  of  samadhi,  or  meditative  absorption  (samadhipada),  the  second 
explains  the  means  of  attaining  this  end  (sadhanapada),  the  third  gives 
an  account  of  the  supernormal  powers  that  can  be  attained  through 
the  Yoga  practices  (vibhutipada),  and  the  fourth  sets  forth  the  nature 
of  liberation  (kaivalyapada).1  According  to  Yajnavatkya  Smrti, 
Hiranyagarbha  is  the  founder  of  the  Yoga  system,  and  Madhava  points 
out  that  this  does  not  contradict  Patanjali’s  authorship  of  the  Yoga 
Sutra,  since  Patanjali  calls  his  work  “  Anusasana,”  where  the  preposition 
“  anu  ”  implies  that  his  statement  follows  a  primary  revelation,  and  is 
not  itself  the  first  formulation  of  the  system.2  Patanjad,  the  gram¬ 
marian,  is  assigned  to  the  middle  of  the  second  century  b.c.,3  though 
his  identity  with  the  author  of  the  Yoga  Sutra  is  not  proved. 4  Vyasa’s 

1  Since  the  criticisms  of  the  other  schools  occur  in  the  fourth  part  of 
the  Y.S.,  and  since  the  word  “  iti,”  denoting  the  conclusion  of  a  work, 
occurs  at  the  end  of  the  third,  it  is  suggested  that  the  fourth  part  is  a  later 
addition.  See  Das  Gupta:  Hist,  of  Ind.  Ph.,  p.  230.  2  S.D.S.,  xv. 

3  Patanjali’s  Y.S.  is  assigned  to  the  second  century  b.c.,  though  some 
are  of  opinion  that  it  is  so  late  as  the  fourth  century  a.d.  The  atomic 
theory  (i.  40),  the  Sautrantika  theory  of  time  as  a  series  of  moments  (iii.  52), 
the  sphotavada  (see  Y.B.,  iii.  17),  the  Buddhist  idealism  (iv.  15-17)  are 
referred  to  in  the  Y.S.  Assuming  that  Vasubandhu’s  idealism  is  criticised  in 
the  V.S.,  Professor  Woods  puts  the  earlier  limit  of  the  Y.S.  at  the  fourth 
century  a.d.  His  opinion  seems  to  be  supported  by  the  fact  that  Nagarjuna 
does  not  mention  the  Yoga  in  his  Karikd.  This  argument  does  not  take 
us  far,  in  view  of  the  admitted  fact  that  the  Chinese  translation  of  Nagarj  una’s 
Updyakausalyahrdayasastra  mentions  the  Yoga  as  one  of  the  eight  schools 
of  philosophy,  and  Buddhist  idealism  may  be  regarded  as  earlier  than 
Vasubandhu  and  Asanga.  Jacobi  thinks  that  the  Yoga  system  was  in 
existence  as  early  as  300  b.c.  Umasvati’s  Tattvartha  Sutra,  ii.  52,  refers  to 
the  Y.S.,  iii.  22.  Umasvati,  who  must  precede  his  commentator  Siddhasena 
(fifth  century)  is  generally  assigned  to  the  third  century  a.d.  So  Patanjali 
cannot  be  later  than  a.d.  300. 

4  Bhoja,  in  his  commentary  on  the  Y.S.,  called  Rajamartanda  (Intro¬ 
duction,  p.  5),  says  that  he  wrote  works  on  grammar,  Yoga  and  medicine, 
and  so,  “  like  Patanjali,  removed  the  defilements  from  our  speech,  minds 
and  bodies.”  He  thereby  suggests  that  Patanjali  wrote  works  on  grammar 
(speech),  Yoga  (mind),  and  medicine  (body).  This  is  the  earliest  reference. 
It  is,  however,  open  to  doubt  whether  Bhoja  wrote  the  Introduction. 
Woods,  in  his  Introduction  to  the  Yoga  System  (Harvard  Oriental  Series), 
makes  out  a  case  against  the  identification  of  the  grammarian  Patanjali, 
the  author  of  the  Mahdbhasya,  with  Patanjali,  the  author  of  the  Y.S. 
There  are  no  special  coincidences  in  language  or  doctrine  between  the  two 
works.  The  great  grammarians,  Bhartrhari,  Kaiyafa,  Vamana  and  Nagesa, 
do  not  refer  to  the  identity  of  the  author  of  the  Y.S.  with  the  grammarian. 
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commentary  on  the  Yoga  Sutra  (fourth  century  a.d.)  gives  the  standard 
exposition  of  the  Yoga  principles.  Vacaspati  wrote  a  glossary  on 
Vyasa’s  Bhasya  called  Tattvavaikaradi  (ninth  century).  Bhoja’s 
Rajamartanda  is  a  work  of  considerable  value.  Vijnanabhiksu’s 
Yogavarttika,  a  running  commentary  on  Yoga  bhasya  and  Yogasara- 
samgraha  are  useful  manuals.  The  author  criticises  Vacaspati’s  views 
on  some  points  and  attempts  to  bring  the  Yoga  system  nearer  the 
philosophy  of  the  Upanisads.1  Every  system  of  thought  utilises  the 
methods  of  Yoga  in  its  own  interests.  Some  of  the  later  Upanisads, 
such  as  Maitrl,  Sandilya,  Yogatattva,  Dhyanabindu,  Hamsa,  Vardha, 
and  Nddabindu,  attach  great  importance  to  the  principles  of  the  Yoga. 


IV 

The  Samkhya  and  the  Yoga 

Patanjali  systematised  the  conceptions  of  the  Yoga  and 
set  them  forth  on  the  background  of  the  metaphysics  of  the 
Samkhya,  which  he  assumes  with  slight  variations.  In  the 
early  works  the  Yoga  principles  appear  along  with  the 
Samkhya  ideas.3  The  twenty- five  principles  are  accepted  by 
the  Yoga,  which  does  not  care  to  argue  about  them.  The 
universe  is  uncreated  and  eternal.  It  undergoes  changes. 
In  its  noumenal  state  it  is  called  prakrti,  which  is  associated 
with  the  gunas,  and  is  always  the  same.  There  are  countless 
individual  souls  which  animate  living  beings  and  are  by 
nature  pure,  eternal  and  immutable.  But,  through  the  asso¬ 
ciation  with  the  universe,  they  become  indirectly  the  expe¬ 
riences  of  joys  and  sorrows,  and  assume  innumerable  embodied 
forms  in  the  course  of  samsara.  Regarding  the  development 
of  prakrti,  the  Yoga  holds  that  there  are  two  parallel  lines 
of  evolution,  starting  from  mahat,  which,  on  the  one  side, 
develops  into  ahamkara,  manas,  the  five  senses  of  cognition 
and  the  five  of  action,  and,  on  the  other,  develops  into  the 
five  gross  elements  through  the  five  tanmatras.  According 
to  Vyasa,  the  gross  elements  are  derived  from  the  five  essences, 
and  the  eleven  senses  from  ahamkara  or  asmita.  The  tan- 

1  The  other  works  on  the  Yoga  systems,  such  as  those  by  Nagoji  Bhatta 
(Nagesa  Bhatta),  Narayanabhiksu  and  Mahadeva,  modify  Patanjali's  views 
so  as  to  suit  their  own  preconceptions. 

a  See  Katha  Up.  Vyasa’s  commentary  on  the  Y.S.  is  also  called  Sdmkhya- 
pravacanabhasya,  which  brings  out  the  intimate  relation  between  the 
Samkhya  and  the  Yoga. 
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matras  are  not  derived  from  the  latter,  but  they,  together 
with  asmita,  are  said  to  be  the  six  slightly  specialised  ones 
(avisesa)  due  to  mahat.  Vij  nanabhiksu  thinks  that  Vyasa  is 
simply  describing  the  modifications  of  buddhi  in  two  classes, 
but  does  not  mean  to  suggest  that  the  rise  of  tanmatras  from 
mahat  is  independent  of  ahamkara.1  In  the  Samkhya, 
ahamkara,  as  sattvika,  gives  rise  to  the  senses,  and,  as  tamasa, 
to  the  tanmatras,  and  both  these  are  held  up  in  the  mahat ; 
and  so  this  distinction  between  the  Samkhya  and  the  Yoga 
accounts  of  evolution  is  not  a  serious  one.  We  find  that  the 
Yoga  brings  the  three  internal  organs  of  the  Samkhya  under 
citta.  It  does  not  recognise  ahamkara  and  manas  as  separate 
from  buddhi.  It  also  looks  upon  the  sense-organs  as  material 
in  character,  and  so  finds  no  need  for  a  subtle  body. 

Ignorance  of  the  true  nature  of  things  causes  desires  and 
the  like,  which  are  the  basis  of  pain  and  suffering  in  the  world. 
The  question  of  the  origin  of  ignorance  is  meaningless  in  view 
of  the  beginninglessness  of  the  world.  Even  in  pralaya  the 
individual  cittas  of  purusas  return  to  prakrti  and  lie  within 
it,  together  with  their  own  avidyas,  and  at  the  time  of  each 
new  creation  or  evolution  of  the  world  these  are  created 
anew,  with  such  changes  as  are  due  to  the  individual  avidyas. 
These  latter  manifest  themselves  in  the  cittas  as  the  klesas, 
or  afflictions,  which  again  lead  to  the  karmaiaya,  jati,  ayus 
and  bhoga.  The  Yoga  accounts  for  creation  by  the  two 
agencies  of  God  and  avidya.  Through  the  force  of  the  latter, 
the  ever-revolving  energy  of  prakrti  transforms  itself  into 
modifications  as  the  mental  and  the  material  world,  while 
God,  though  remaining  outside  the  pale  of  prakrti,  removes 
the  obstructions  offered  by  the  latter.  Avidya  is  unintelligent 
and  so  is  not  conscious  of  the  desires  of  the  innumerable 
purusas  ;  God  is  the  intelligence  adjusting  the  modifications 
of  prakrti  to  the  ends  of  purusas.  The  jiva  is  found  to  be 
involved  in  matter,  and  this  constitutes  his  fall  from  his 
purity  and  innocence.  The  individual,  in  the  Yoga,  is  not 
so  much  at  the  mercy  of  prakrti  as  in  the  Samkhya.  He  has 
greater  freedom,  and,  with  the  help  of  God,  he  can  effect  his 
deliverance.  As  in  the  Samkhya,  so  in  the  Yoga,  the  round 
of  rebirths,  with  its  many  pains,  is  that  which  is  to  be  escaped 

1  Y ogavarttika,  i.  45. 
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from  ;  the  conjunction  of  pradhana  and  self  is  the  cause  of 
this  samsara ;  the  destruction  of  this  conjunction  is  the 
escape,  and  perfect  insight  is  the  means  of  escape.1  The 
self  is  the  seer  and  pradhana  is  the  object  of  knowledge,*  and 
their  conjunction  is  the  cause  of  samsara. 

The  end  of  liberation  is  the  isolation  of  purusa  from 
prakrti,  to  be  attained  by  a  discrimination  between  the  two. 
While  the  Saiiikhya  holds  that  knowledge  is  the  means  of 
liberation,  the  Yoga  insists  on  the  methods  of  concentration 
and  active  striving.  3  As  we  have  seen,  in  the  Bhagavadgita, 
as  in  the  Svetdsvatara  Upanisad,  Samkhya  is  the  way  of 
salvation  by  knowledge,  while  Yoga  is  that  of  active  striving 
or  dutiful  action  in  a  spirit  of  disinterestedness.4  So  while 
the  Samkhya  is  busy  with  logical  investigations,  the  Yoga 
discusses  the  nature  of  devotional  exercises  and  mental 
discipline.  Hence  the  latter  was  obliged  to  introduce  the 
conception  of  God,  thus  meriting  the  title  of  Sesvara  Samkhya 
as  distinct  from  Kapila’s  Nirlsvara  Samkhya.  The  aim  of 
the  Yoga  is  to  free  the  individual  from  the  clutches  of  matter. 
The  highest  form  of  matter  is  citta,  and  the  Yoga  lays  down 
the  course  by  which  a  man  can  free  himself  from  the  fetters 
of  citta.  By  withdrawing  the  citta  from  its  natural  functions, 
we  overcome  the  pain  of  the  world  and  escape  from 
samsara. 

1  Duhkhabahulah  sarhsaro  heyah,  pradhanapurusayol?  samyogo  heya- 
hetuh,  SamyogasyatyantikI  nivrttir  hanam  hanopayah  samyagdarsanam 
(Y.B.,  ii.  15). 

J  ii.  18. 

3  Madhusudana  Sarasvati  speaks  of  jnana  and  Yoga  as  two  different 

methods  for  attaining  liberation,  and  quotes  from  Yogavasistha  in  his 
commentary  on  B.G.,  vi.  29  :  “  To  suppress  mind  with  its  egoism,  etc., 

yoga  and  jnana  are  the  two  means.  Yoga  is  the  suppression  of  mental 
activity  ;  jnana  is  true  comprehension.  For  some  yoga  is  not  possible  ; 
for  some  jnana  is  not  possible.” 

Dvau  kramau  cittanasasya  yogo  jnanam  ca  raghava 
Yogo  vrttinirodho  hi  jnanam  samyagaveksanam 
Asadhyah  kasyacid  yogah  kasyacit  tattvaniscayah. 

Cp.  Bhagavata  :  Nirvananam  jnanayogo  nyasinam  iha  karmasu  (B.G.,  v.  5  ; 
Yogasarasamgraha,  i.  7).  It  all  depends  on  the  psychological  type  to 
which  we  belong.  Perhaps  an  introvert  will  take  to  the  Yoga,  while  an 
extrovert  will  turn  rather  to  the  Samkhya. 

4  B.G.,  xiii.  24.  See  also  M.B.,  xii.  11679-1 1707.  See  also  S.S.S.S., 
x.  4-6,  where  mere  knowledge  is  declared  to  be  inadequate  according  to 
the  Yoga  system. 
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V 

Psychology 

What  the  Samkhya  calls  “  mahat  ”  the  Yoga  calls  “  citta.”  1 
It  is  the  first  product  of  prakrti,  though  it  is  taken  in  a 
comprehensive  sense,  so  as  to  include  intellect,  self-con¬ 
sciousness  and  mind.2  It  is  subject  to  the  three  gunas,  and 
undergoes  various  modifications  according  to  the  predominance 
of  the  gunas.  It  is  essentially  unconscious,  though  it  becomes 
conscious  by  the  reflection  of  the  self  which  abides  by  it.  It 
undergoes  modifications  when  it  is  affected  by  the  objects 
through  the  senses.  The  consciousness  of  purusa  reflected  in 
it  leads  to  the  impression  that  it  is  the  experiencer.  Citta  is 
really  the  spectacle  of  which  the  self  is  by  reflection  the 
spectator.  Citta,  as  cause,  is  all-pervading  like  akasa,  and  we 
have  as  many  cittas  as  there  are  purusas,  since  each  purusa 
has  a  citta  connected  with  it.  The  citta  contracts  or  expands 
in  the  various  kinds  of  abodes  in  the  successive  lives.  It 
appears  contracted  when  the  purusa  assumes  an  animal  body 
and  expanded  relatively  when  it  assumes  a  human  body. 
This  contracted  or  expanded  citta  is  called  karyacitta,  which 
manifests  itself  in  the  states  of  consciousness.  At  death  the 
karanacitta,  always  connected  with  the  purusas,  manifests  itself 
as  karyacitta  in  the  new  body  formed  by  the  apura,  or  the 
filling  in  of  prakrti,  on  account  of  past  merit  or  demerit.  The 
Yoga  does  not  admit  a  separate  subtle  body  in  which  the 
citta  is  encased.  3  While  karanacitta  always  remains  vibhu 
or  all-pervading,  the  karyacitta  appears  contracted  or  expanded 
according  to  the  body  which  it  occupies.4  It  is  the  aim  of 
the  Yoga  discipline  to  turn  back  the  citta  to  its  original 
status  of  all-pervading  karanacitta,  by  the  suppression  of 

1  Citta  in  the  Vedanta  is  used  as  a  synonym  for  buddhi  or  its  modifica¬ 
tion  See  Vedantasara. 

1  Cittasabdena  antahkaranam  buddhim  upalaksayati  (Vacaspati)  on  Y.S., 
i.  i.  3  See  Tattvavaisaradl,  iv.  io. 

4  The  Samkhya,  however,  does  not  regard  the  citta  as  essentially  all- 
pervading.  See  Vyasa  and  Vacaspati  on  Y.S.,  iv.  io.  Cp.  Nagesa: 
Saihkhyah  pratipurusaih  sarvasarirasadharanam  ekaikam  eva  cittam. 
Kiih  tu  ghataprasadarupam,  svalpamahadasrayabhedena,  pradlpavat 
svalpamahaccharlrabhedena,  sarhkocavikasacalitaya  svalpamahatparimaparii 
ca,  na  tu  vibhu,  iv.  io). 
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rajas  and  tamas.  The  Yogin  acquires  omniscience  when  the 
all-pervading  state  of  citta  is  restored.  When  it  becomes  as 
pure  as  the  purusa  itself,  the  latter  is  liberated.  It  is  by 
means  of  citta  that  the  self  (purusa)  becomes  aware  of  objects 
and  enters  into  relation  with  the  world.1  Citta  exists  for  the 
sake  of  the  purusa,  who  is  deeper  than  thought,  feeling  and 
will.2  In  knowledge  the  nature  of  purusa  or  self  is  not 
altered,  though  it  is  said  to  be  the  seat  of  knowledge. 3  Know¬ 
ledge  results  when  the  intelligence  (caitanya)  is  reflected  in 
the  mirror  of  the  thinking  substance  (citta),  and  assumes  its 
form  in  so  far  as  the  latter  has  the  form  of  the  object.  Citta 
may  undergo  modifications  and  assume  the  form  of  the  objects 
presented  to  it ;  but  it  cannot  perceive  what  it  sees,  since  it 
is  unconscious  in  its  nature. 4  It  is  the  reflection  of  the  self 
acting  on  it  that  makes  it  perceive  what  is  presented  to  it. 
In  the  case  of  all  objective  knowledge,  the  citta  is  affected 
by  the  subject  as  well  as  the  object.  Even  though  citta  is 
ever  changing,  our  knowledge  is  constant,  since  the  self, 
which  is  the  real  knower,  is  constant.  Again,  since  citta  can 
undergo  only  one  modification  at  a  time,  the  self  knows  only 
one  object  at  a  time.  So  we  cannot  have  a  cognition  of  the 
citta  as  well  as  the  object  at  the  same  time. 5  The  objects 
perceived  are  independent  of  our  perception.  What  causes 
the  knowledge  of  a  thing  does  not  cause  the  thing  itself.6 
Two  different  ideas  cannot  arise  simultaneously./  Impres¬ 
sions  produced  in  the  citta  leave  behind  certain  residua  which 
are  the  causes  of  interests  and  desires,  new  births  and  further 
experiences.  The  functionings  of  citta  produce  potencies, 
which,  in  their  turn,  cause  potencies  ;  and  so  the  wheel  of 
samsara  goes  on  perpetually.8  From  these  relations  passions 
and  desires  arise,  and  the  sense  of  personality  is  produced. 
Life  in  samsara  is  the  outcome  of  desires  and  passions.  The 

1  i.  2  ;  ii.  6,  17  and  20. 

*  Citta  is  not  in  connection  with  the  self,  but  is  only  near  it.  This 
nearness  does  not  result  from  a  spatial  or  temporal  correlation  of  the  self 
with  it.  The  distinguishing  feature  is  that  the  self  stands  to  citta  in  a 
condition  of  natural  harmony  (yogyata).  The  self  can  experience  and  the 
citta  can  be  experienced.  Citta  is  described  as  an  object  of  experience 
when  it  undergoes  changes  which  have  the  forms  of  various  kinds  of  things 
(Vacaspati,  i.  4).  3  ii.  20. 

4  iv.  17-19.  *  iv.  20.  6  iv.  16.  7  iv.  19. 

?  Evam  vrttisamskaracakram  anisam  avartate  (Y.B.,  i.  5). 
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subject  is  distinguished  from  the  ego  dependent  on  the  expe¬ 
rience  of  the  world.  The  life  of  the  ego  is  restless  and  un¬ 
satisfied,  subject  as  it  is  to  the  five  afflictions  of  avidya,  or 
mistaking  the  non-eternal  for  the  eternal,  the  impure  for  the 
pure,  the  unpleasant  for  the  pleasant,  and  the  non-self  for 
the  self,1  asmita,  or  the  erroneous  identification  of  oneself 
with  the  instruments  of  body  and  mind,2  raga,  or  attachment 
to  pleasant  things,  dvesa,  or  hatred  of  unpleasant  things,  and 
abhinivesa,  or  the  instinctive  love  of  life  and  the  dread  of 
death.  3  Deliverance  consists  in  severing  the  relation  of  self 
and  citta.  When  the  self  is  freed  from  citta,  it  withdraws 
itself  into  its  ground,  becomes  passionless,  purposeless  and 
depersonalised.  The  purusa  in  its  true  nature  is  merely  the 
spectator  of  the  mind’s  activity.  When  the  mind  (citta)  is 
active,  the  self  appears  to  experience  various  conditions,  and 
when  the  mind  becomes  calm  in  meditation  the  self  abides  in 
its  own  true  form. 

While  the  Yoga  allows  for  the  Samkhya  theory  of  liberation 
through  discrimination,  the  main  emphasis  is  on  the  other 
means  of  achieving  freedom,  the  suppression  of  mental 
activities.  The  suppression  of  mental  activities  is  not  to  be 
identified  with  the  state  of  deep  sleep.  By  yoga  or  concen¬ 
tration,  we  exclude  the  superficial  layers  and  get  at  the  inner 
spirit.  Concentration  is  a  quality  of  the  citta  in  all  its  five 
stages.4  The  citta  is  called  ksipta,  or  restless,  when  it  has  an 
excess  of  rajas  and  is  tossed  about  by  objects.  We  might 
fix  our  attention  on  objects  due  to  our  passions  and  interests, 
but  this  kind  of  concentration  does  not  help  us  to  our  real 
freedom.  It  is  mudha,  or  blinded,  when  it  has  an  excess  of 
tamas  and  is  possessed  by  the  modification  of  sleep.  It  is 
viksipta,  or  distracted,  when,  as  more  often,  it  is  unstable  on 
account  of  natural  defects  or  accidental  troubles.  The 
ordinary  mind  is  in  this  condition  pursuing  the  pleasant  and 

1  ii.  5.  Avidya  is  not  merely  the  non-perception  (akhyati)  of  the 
difference  between  purusa  and  buddhi,  but  a  false  perception  (anyatha- 
khyati),  by  which  we  mistake  buddhi  for  self  and  regard  it  as  pure  and 
permanent  and  a  source  of  pleasure.  Avidya  is  the  root  of  the  unbroken 
series  (santana),  of  hindrances  (klesa),  and  of  latent  impressions  of  karma 
(karmasaya),  together  with  its  fruition  (Y.B.,  ii.  5). 

*  ii.  6.  %  ii.  7-9 

Sa  ca  sarvabhauma^  eittasya  dharmati  (Y.B.,  i.  1). 
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avoiding  the  unpleasant.  These  three  are  said  to  be  imperfect, 
since  they  are  associated  with  the  three  gunas  The  mind  is 
said  to  be  ekagra  or  single-pointed,  when  it  is  devoted  to  one 
object  of  meditation  and  is  entirely  filled  with  sattva.  This 
prepares  the  mind  for  its  greatest  efforts.  It  is  niruddha  or 
restricted,  when  its  developments  are  checked.  Though  their 
latent  impressions  remain,1  the  flow  of  mental  modifications 
is  arrested.  The  Yoga  psychologists  admit  that  concentration 
is  a  general  characteristic  of  all  states  of  mind,  though  it  is 
found  in  its  intensest  form  in  the  state  of  samadhi.  Every 
mental  modification  (vrtti)  leaves  behind  a  saihskara,  or  latent 
tendency,  which  may  manifest  itself  as  a  conscious  state 
when  the  occasion  arises.  Similar  vrttis  strengthen  similar 
dispositions.  The  Yogi  should  not  only  arrest  the  modifica¬ 
tions  but  also  destroy  the  dispositions,  otherwise  they  may 
shoot  forth  again.  When  the  mind  is  rid  of  its  modifications, 
it  is  said  to  be  in  a  balanced  state  (samapatti),  and  to  assume 
the  form  of  whatever  object  is  presented  to  it,  the  knower, 
the  known  or  the  act  of  knowledge.3  It  assumes  the  nature 
of  the  object  as  it  is  in  itself. 

There  are  lower  forms  of  this  balanced  state.  In  savitarkasama- 
patti,  or  the  balanced  state  with  deliberation,  words,  objects  and 
meanings  (6abdarthajnana)  are  mixed  up. 3  When  words  and  meanings 
drop  out,  i.e.  when  the  memory  is  rid  of  them,  then  the  object  makes 
its  appearance  in  the  mind  in  its  own  distinct  nature,  and  we  have 
nirvitarkasamapatti,  or  non-deliberative  balanced  state. 4  Vyasa  says  : 
"  When  the  memory  is  purified  from  the  remembrances  of  the  con¬ 
ventional  use  of  words,  and  when  the  concentrated  insight  (samadhi- 
prajna)  is  free  from  relations  (vikalpa)  of  ideas  of  inference  or  of  what 
has  been  heard,  the  intended  object  remains  as  it  is  in  itself  and  nothing 
more,  and  is  specifically  characterised  as  having  just  that  form  which 
it  has  in  itself  and  as  nothing  more.”  5  This  is  higher  perception 
(param  pratyaksam)  and  the  basis  of  all  inferential  and  verbal  know¬ 
ledge.  From  it  these  have  their  being.6  This  knowledge  is  not 
accompanied  by  an  idea  either  of  inference  or  of  verbal  knowledge. 7 

•— - 'i  .i.  ~a»  ■  '  '  — 

1  These  two  correspond  to  the  samprajhata  and  asamprajnata  samadhi. 
The  first  three  are  also  brought  under  Yoga,  since  concentration  in  some 
degree  is  present  even  in  the  waking  state.  Yatkimcic  cittavrttnirodham 
( Yogasdrasamgraha,  v) . 

ai.  41.  ^  3  i.  42.  4  i.  43.  5  Y.B.,  i.  43. 

6  Tac  ca  srutanumanayor  bijam.  Tatah  hutanumane  prabhavatah 
(Y.B.,  i.  43). 

7  Na  ca  srutanumanajnanasahabhutaih  tad  darsanam.  Y.B.,  i.  43. 
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We  have  also  the  reflective  (savicara)  and  the  non-reflective  balanced 
states.  The  former  refers  to  subtle  elements  whose  forms  have  been 
manifested  and  are  characterised  by  an  experience  of  space,  time  and 
cause.  In  it  a  subtle  element  capable  of  being  apprehended  by  one 
idea  and  particularised  by  the  manifested  (udita)  forms  serves  as  the 
object  of  insight.  The  latter  non-reflective  samapatti  refers  in  all 
ways  and  by  all  means  to  the  subtle  elements  that  are  free  from  char¬ 
acterisations  by  forms  latent  or  manifested  or  indeterminable  (avya- 
pade£ya)  and  which  yet  corresponds  to  all  forms  and  is  the  essence  of 
them  all.  In  the  non-reflective  samapatti  the  insight  becomes  the 
intended  object  and  nothing  more.1  The  reflective  and  the  non- 
reflective  deal  with  subtle  objects,  while  the  deliberative  and  the 
non-deliberative  deal  with  gross  ones  ;  and  all  these  are  said  to  be 
forms  of  sabija  samadhi,  since  they  provide  objects  for  concentration. 
Purusa,  though  subtle,  is  not  the  object  of  these  forms  of  concen¬ 
tration. 

Our  mind  is  an  arena  of  conflicting  forces  which  require 
to  be  subdued  to  some  unity.  There  are  some  desires  that 
seek  satisfaction,  some  vital  urges  of  life,  such  as  those  of 
self-preservation  and  self-reproduction,  which  refuse  to  be 
easily  controlled.  The  obstacles  to  concentration  are  said  to 
be  the  different  forms  of  misconception,2  namely,  ignorance 
(avidya),  egoism  (asmita),  attachment  (raga),  aversion  (dvesa), 
and  clinging  to  life  (abhinivesa).  Others  are  sickness,  languor, 
doubt,  heedlessness,  laziness,  worldliness,  erroneous  percep¬ 
tion,  failure  to  attain  concentration,  and  instability  in  it 
when  attained.  3  While  the  forms  of  misconception  state 
the  general  attitude  to  life  unfavourable  to  concentration,  the 
other  list  mentions  the  detailed  incidents  which  obstruct  the 
process  of  concentration. 


VI 

The  Pramanas 

Perception,  inference  and  scripture  are  accepted  as  the 
three  means  of  knowledge.4  When  the  citta  is  affected  by 
some  external  object,  through  the  sense-organs,  we  have  a 
case  of  perception.  The  mental  modification  is  directly 
related  to  the  object.  Though  the  latter  has  in  it  both 
generic  and  specific  features,  we  are  concerned  more  with  the 

*  Y.B.,  i.  44.  2  1.  30. 

3  Y.B.,  ii.  3.  See  also  Y.B.,  i.  8.  «  Y.S.,  i.  7. 
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latter  in  perception.  The  reality  of  external  objects  is 
accepted  by  the  Yoga.  Like  the  universe,  all  sensible  objects 
have  their  eternal  archetypes  or  noumena,  which  undergo 
phenomenal  changes,  but  are  never  absolutely  destroyed. 
When  an  object  changes  into  another,  only  its  form  is  modified, 
and  when  all  forms  are  destroyed,  the  object  ultimately  reverts 
to  its  primary  or  noumenal  state.  The  forms  are,  however, 
not  phantasmal.  Sensations  occur  whenever  there  are  sensible 
objects  exciting  the  senses.  It  is,  however,  true  that  though 
the  presented  object  is  the  same,  the  resulting  sensations 
may  be  different.  For  the  citta  receives  the  impressions  of 
the  presented  objects  under  the  influence  of  one  or  other 
of  the  three  gunas.1 

Inference  is  the  mental  modification  through  which  we 
cognise  the  generic  nature  of  objects.  The  cognition  of 
invariable  concomitance  is  the  basis  of  inference.  Of  two 
things  invariably  connected  with  each  other,  the  perception 
of  the  one  serves  to  establish  the  existence  of  the  other. 

The  knowledge  of  an  object  seen  or  inferred  by  a  trust¬ 
worthy  person  may  be  communicated  to  others  by  means  of 
words.  This  is  the  third  means  of  knowledge. 

Valid  cognition  is  distinguished  from  four  other  kinds  of 
mental  modifications.  Misconception  (viparyaya)  is  an  erro¬ 
neous  idea  which  is  not  true  to  the  nature  of  the  object.2 
Imagination  (vikalpa)  is  a  form  of  words  which  has  no  positive 
fact  corresponding  to  it.  3  Sleep  (nidra)  is  that  mental  modi¬ 
fication  which  is  supported  by  the  negation  of  the  waking  and 
dreaming  modifications. 4  It  is  said  to  be  a  mental  modification 
(vrtti),  since  we  have  on  awakening  a  memory  of  the  kind  of 
sleep  we  had.  So  Vyasa  says  :  “  The  man,  just  after  awaken¬ 
ing,  would  of  course  not  have  this  connecting  memory  had  there 
not  been  during  sleep  experience  of  a  cause  ;  nor  would  he 
have  the  memories  based  upon  it  and  corresponding  with  it 
at  the  time  of  waking.”  5  So  sleep  is  a  particular  kind  of 
presented  idea  (pratyaya),  and  in  samadhi  even  this  modifica¬ 
tion  has  to  be  restrained.  Memory  (smrti)  is  the  recollection 
of  the  object  through  the  impressions  left  behind  by  the 
previous  experience  of  it. 

t  iv.  15-17.  »  i.  8.  3  i.  9. 

1  AbhSvapratyayavalambana  vjrttir  nidra  (i.  io),  j  Y.B.,  i.  ic 
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The  Yoga  holds  that  the  knowledge  gained  through  per¬ 
ception,  inference  and  scriptural  testimony  is  not  absolutely 
valid,  since  it  assumes,  with  the  Samkhya,  that  empirical 
knowledge  is  the  product  of  the  erroneous  confusion  between 
purusa  and  buddhi.  Truth  of  things  as  they  are  can  be 
gained  only  through  the  practice  of  yoga.  Vyasa  quotes  a 
verse  to  the  effect :  “  By  the  scriptures,  by  inference  and  by 
the  eager  desire  for  practice  in  contemplation,  in  three  ways 
he  furthers  his  insight  and  gains  the  highest  yoga.”  1 


VII 

The  Art  of  Yoga 

The  reality  of  the  self  is  to  be  found  not  by  means  of  an 
objective  use  of  the  mind,  but  by  a  suppression  of  its  activities 
and  penetration  beneath  the  mental  strata  with  which  our 
ordinary  life  and  activity  conceal  our  diviner  nature.  Though 
the  seed  of  spirit  is  present  in  each  one  of  us,  it  is  not  realised 
by  our  consciousness,  which  is  too  busily  engaged  with  other 
things.  We  must  undergo  a  severe  discipline  before  we  can 
achieve  the  redirection  of  our  consciousness.  The  Yoga 
philosophy  urges  that  the  necessary  inhibition  of  mental 
states  is  brought  about  by  practice  and  conquest  of  desire.2 
While  the  latter  is  the  result  of  a  life  of  virtue,  the  former 
refers  to  the  effort  towards  steadiness  of  thoughts  which  is 
gained  by  purificatory  action,  continence,  knowledge  and  faith. 4 
Vairagya  or  passionlessness,  is  the  consciousness  of  mastery 
possessed  by  one  who  has  rid  himself  of  thirst  for  either  seen 
or  revealed  objects.  5  Such  a  one  is  supremely  indifferent  to 
the  pleasures  of  heaven  or  of  earth.  In  the  highest  form  of 
vairagya,  where  the  discernment  of  the  self  arises,  there  is 
no  danger  of  any  subjection  to  the  desire  for  objects  or  their 
qualities.6  This  leads  to  ultimate  freedom,  while  the  lower 

1  Agamenanumanena  dhyanabhyasarasena  ca 

Tridha  prakalpayan  prajnam  labhate  yogam  uttamam  (Y.B.,  i.  48). 

Vacaspati  refers  to  the  correspondence  between  these  three  and  sravana. 
manana  and  nididhyasana.  2  i.  12. 

3  i.  13-14.  *  Y.B.,  i.  14.  5  i.  15.  0  i.  16. 


852 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


form  of  vairagya,  which  has  a  trace  of  rajas  (and  so  pravrtti) 
in  it,  results  in  the  condition  of  absorption  in  prakrti 
(prakrtilaya). 

In  the  human  organism  we  find  the  physical  body,  the 
vital  dynamism,  the  psychic  principles,  in  addition  to  the 
purusa.1  The  purusa  is  hidden  behind  veils  of  corruptible 
flesh  and  restless  mind,  all  of  which  offer  hindrances  to  the 
method  of  Yoga.  The  close  connection  of  body  and  mind  is 
insisted  on,  for  “  pain,  despondency,  unsteadiness  of  the  body, 
and  inspiration  and  expiration  are  the  accompaniments  of 
distractions.”  2  Though  physical  health  is  not  the  end  of 
human  life,  it  is  still  one  of  its  essential  conditions.  We  cannot 
look  upon  man  as  a  physical  machine  to  which  spiritual  life 
is  attached  from  outside.  The  body  is  the  instrument  for  the 
expression  of  spiritual  life.  So,  instead  of  renouncing  the 
material  basis,  the  Yoga  accepts  it  as  part  of  the  spiritual 
problem.  To  overcome  the  hindrances,  the  Yoga  gives  us 
the  eightfold  method,  consisting  of  yama  (abstention),  niyama 
(observance),  asana  (posture),  pranayama  (regulation  of 
breath),  pratyahara  (withdrawal  of  the  senses),  dhyana 
(fixed  attention),  dharana  (contemplation),  and  samadhi 
(concentration)^  The  last  three  are  direct  or  internal 

1  The  Yoga  has  developed  a  system  of  physiology  which  relates  to  nadis, 
or  infinitely  small  nerves,  which  traverse  the  body,  more  than  700  million 
in  number,  psychic  centres  or  cakras,  a  hidden  energy  known  as  kundalinl, 
said  to  reside  at  the  base  of  the  spine,  which,  when  aroused,  stimulates  the 
cakras  to  activity.  The  human  body  has  two  main  parts,  the  upper  and 
the  lower.  The  head,  trunk  and  limbs  form  the  upper  and  the  legs  and 
feet  the  lower  part.  The  centre  of  the  body,  in  human  beings  especially, 
lies  at  the  base  of  the  cerebro-spinal  column,  which  supports  and  controls 
the  two  parts  of  the  body.  The  nerves  and  ganglionic  masses  of  nervous 
matter  are  arranged  in  the  two  great  systems,  the  sympathetic  and  the 
cerebro-spinal.  The  brain  and  the  spinal  cord  contained  within  the  bony 
cavity  of  the  skull  and  the  spinal  column  are  the  great  centres  of  the  cerebro¬ 
spinal  system.  Brahmadanda  or  Merudanda  of  Hindu  physiology  is  the 
spinal  column.  It  is  the  seat  of  the  nadisusumna,  which  extends  from 
the  Muladhara,  or  root  support  at  the  base  of  the  vertebral  column  to  the 
Sahasrara  lying  within  the  cerebral  region.  The  other  four  cakras  (plexuses) 
are  Svadhisfhana,  Manipura,  Anahata  and  Visuddha.  The  spinal  column 
contains  three  yoganadis  of  special  significance,  namely,  ida,  pingala  and 
susumna.  The  last  is  the  chief  of  them.  To  the  right  of  it  is  pingala, 
and  to  its  left  ida.  This  nadl  has  six  subtle  centres  called  padmas  or 
cakras,  invisible  to  our  senses,  that  could  be  experienced  through  the  eyes 
of  Yoga. 

*  i.  3i- 


s  ii.  29. 
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(antaranga)  aids,  while  the  first  five  are  indirect  or  external 
(bahiranga).1 


VIII 

The  Ethical  Preparation 

The  first  two,  yama  and  niyama,  abstentions  and  observ¬ 
ances,  lay  stress  on  the  ethical  preparation  necessary  for  the 
practice  of  Yoga.  We  should  practise  ahimsa,  or  non-violence, 
truthfulness,  honesty,  continence  and  non-acceptance  of  gifts, 
i.e.  we  should  abstain  from  the  inflicting  of  injury,  from 
falsehood,  theft,  incontinence  and  avarice.2  The  chief  of 
them  all  is  ahimsa,  or  non-violence,  and  all  other  virtues  are 
said  to  be  rooted  in  it.  Ahimsa  is  interpreted  broadly  as 
abstinence  from  malice  towards  all  living  creatures  in  every 
way  and  at  all  times.  3  It  is  not  merely  non-violence  but 
non-hatred  (vairatyagah).4  The  cultivation  of  friendliness, 
sympathy,  cheerfulness  and  imperturbability  wdth  regard  to 
things,  pleasant  and  painful,  good  and  bad,  produces  serenity 
of  mind  (cittaprasadanam).  We  must  be  free  from  jealousy 
and  not  be  callous  to  the  suffering  of  others.  While  hating 
sin,  we  must  be  gentle  to  the  sinner.  No  exceptions  are 
allowed  to  these  principles,  which  are  absolute  in  their 
character.  "  Kill  not  ”  is  a  categorical  imperative,  and  we 
cannot  compromise  its  absoluteness  by  holding  that  we  can 
kill  the  enemies  of  our  country,  or  the  deserters  from  the 
army,  or  the  renegades  of  religion,  or  the  blasphemers  of  the 
Brahmins.  Not  even  self-defence  can  justify  murder.  The 
yamas  are  of  universal  validity  regardless  of  differences  of 
caste  and  country,  age  and  condition. 5  They  are  to  be  acquired 

1  While  Patanjali’s  Yoga  included  all  these  in  one  scheme,  in  later  works 
distinctions  arose.  Karma  Yoga  is  the  system  of  salvation  by  work. 
Bhaktiyoga  insists  on  attaining  perfection  through  devotion  to  God, 
Jnanayoga  speaks  of  perfection  through  wisdom,  while  Rajayoga  deals 
with  the  training  of  the  mind  and  its  psychic  powers.  Hathayoga  discusses 
the  methods  of  bodily  control,  breath  regulation  and  mantras.  An  extreme 
development  of  the  idea  that  physical  processes  can  produce  spiritual  results 
is  found  in  the  Rasesvara  darsana  (S.D.S.,  ix). 

2  ii.  3°. 

3  Sarvatha  sarvada  sarvabhutanam  anabhidrohah  (Y.B.,  ii,  30). 

4  ii.  35.  s  ii.  3r. 
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by  all,  though  all  may  not  be  chosen  for  the  higher  life  of 
contemplation.  The  observances  (niyama)  are  purification, 
external  and  internal,  contentment,  austerity  (tapas),  and 
devotion  to  God.1  These  are  optional,  though  all  who  resort 
to  yoga  are  required  to  practise  them  regularly.  A  practice 
of  these  two  favours  the  development  of  vairagya,  or  passion¬ 
lessness  or  freedom  from  desire,  either  for  things  of  the  world 
or  the  pleasures  of  heaven.* 

Whenever  we  are  tempted  to  violate  the  ethical  precepts,  the 
Yoga  asks  us  to  think  of  their  opposites  (pratipaksabhavana).3  The 
psycho-analysts  speak  to  us  of  three  ways  by  which  the  primary  instincts 
may  be  controlled,  which  are  defence-reaction,  substitution  and  sub¬ 
limation.  According  to  the  first,  the  mind  takes  up  an  attitude  directly 
contrary  to  the  impulse  and  tries  to  shut  it  out.  Where  there  is  a 
strong  current  of  a  particular  impulse  subconsciously,  the  mind  takes 
up  consciously  a  counteracting  opposite  impulse.  The  ultimate  aim 
of  the  Yoga  is  to  bring  about  a  complete  transmutation  of  the  substance 
of  our  nature. 

The  stream  of  mind  flows  in  both  directions  towards  good 
and  towards  evil.  When  it  makes  for  freedom  and  knowledge, 
it  is  said  to  be  flowing  towards  the  good  ;  when  it  is  borne 
onward  to  the  whirlpool  of  existence,  downward  towards 
non-discrimination,  it  is  then  flowing  unto  evil. 4 

The  acts  of  karma  are  either  bahya  or  outer,  and  manasa  or  inner. 
They  are  classified  into  four  types.  The  black  (krsna)  are  wicked 
acts,  either  outer,  such  as  speaking  ill  of  others,  or  inner,  as  want  of 
faith  (a£raddha) .  The  white  (£ukla)  are  the  deeds  of  virtue,  and  they 
are  internal,  as  faith,  wisdom,  etc.  The  white  and  black  (£ukla-krsna) 
are  those  external  actions  which,  however  good,  are  not  devoid  of 
elements  of  evil.  Even  Vedic  karmas  entail  some  injury  to  other 
beings.  The  neither-white-nor-black  (a£ukla-akrsna)  are  the  acts  of 
those  who  have  renounced  everything.  5  The  highest  kind  of  activity 
belongs  to  the  last  type. 


IX 

The  Discipline  of  the  Body 

The  Yoga  realises  that  our  body  has  a  dignity  of  its  own, 
as  much  as  the  mind.  Asana,  or  posture,  is  a  physical  help 

1  ii.  32.  *  i.  15.  3  ii.  33. 

4  Y.B..  i.  12.  5  iv.  7 
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to  concentration.1  We  cannot  fix  our  attention  on  an  object 
when  we  are  running  or  sleeping.  We  must  settle  ourselves 
down  in  a  convenient  posture  before  we  begin  to  meditate. 
Patanjali  simply  mentions  that  the  posture  must  be  firm, 
pleasant  and  eas}^.  The  commentators  have  elaborated 
details  about  the  different  kinds  of  postures.  When  a  recent 
critic  of  Indian  culture  assured  his  readers  that  Indian 
philosophers  think  that  sitting  cross-legged  and  contem¬ 
plating  one’s  navel  are  the  best  way  of  sounding  the  depths 
of  the  universe,  he  had  in  view  one  of  the  postures  of  the  Yoga. 

The  body  can  be  made  the  basis  of  either  animal  inconti¬ 
nence  or  divine  strength.  We  are  asked  to  be  careful  about 
our  food.  We  should  not  eat  and  drink  things  which  set  our 
nerves  on  edge,  driving  them  into  fever  or  stupor.  The  lower 
satisfactions  of  life  generally  strangle  the  true  joy  of  spirit. 
If  intellectual  life  and  moral  activity  are  the  true  ends  of 
man,  then  the  bodily  needs  should  be  subordinated  to  them. 
The  later  stages  of  the  Yoga  demand  great  powers  of  physical 
endurance,  and  cases  are  not  wanting  where  the  strenuous 
spiritual  life  strains  the  earthen  vessel  to  the  breaking-point, 
and  so  the  body  has  to  be  first  brought  under  control.  Hatha 
Yoga  aims  at  perfecting  the  bodily  instrument,  freeing  it 
from  its  liability  to  fatigue  and  arresting  its  tendency  to 
decay  and  age. 

The  Yoga  asks  us  to  control  the  body  and  not  kill  it. 
Abstinence  from  sensual  indulgences  is  not  the  same  as  the 
crucifixion  of  the  body,  but  the  two  have  sometimes  been 
confused  in  Hindu  India  as  well  as  Christian  Europe.2  The 

1  See  B.G.,  vi.  io  fi.  ;  ii.  46-48. 

*  Cp.  the  passage  from  the  Autobiography  of  Suso,  where  he  relates  his 
experiences  in  the  third  person  :  “  He  was  in  his  youth  of  a  temperament 
full  of  fire  and  life,  and  when  this  began  to  make  itself  felt  it  was  very 
grievous  to  him,  and  he  sought  in  many  devices  how  he  might  bring  his 
body  into  subjection.  He  wore  for  a  long  time  a  hair  shirt  and  an  iron 
chain,  until  the  blood  ran  from  him,  so  that  he  was  obliged  to  leave  them 
off.  He  secretly  caused  an  under-garment  to  be  made  for  him,  and  in  the 
undergarment  he  had  strips  of  leather  fixed  into  which  a  hundred  and  fifty 
brass  nails,  pointed  and  filed  sharp,  were  driven,  and  the  points  of  the  nails 
were  always  turned  towards  the  flesh.  He  had  this  garment  made  very 
tight,  and  so  arranged  to  go  round  him  and  fasten  in  front,  in  order  that 
it  might  fit  closer  to  his  body  and  the  pointed  nails  might  be  driven  into 
his  flesh  ;  and  it  was  high  enough  to  reach  upwards  towards  his  navel.  In 
this  he  used  to  sleep  at  night  ”  ( Life  of  the  Blessed  Henry  Suso  by  Himself ■  ) 

12* 
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Yoga  says  that  the  perfection  of  the  body  consists  in  beauty, 
grace,  strength  and  adamantine  hardness.1 


X 


Breath-Control 

The  regulation  of  breath  receives  considerable  emphasis, 
though  Patanjali  mentions  it  as  an  optional  measure.2  Serenity 
of  mind  may  be  attained  by  the  cultivation  of  virtues  or 
regulation  of  breath. 3  So  it  is  a  concession  to  the  people  who 
have  faith  in  it.  Breath-control  is  regarded  as  a  steadying 
influence  on  the  mind,  and  plays  an  important  part  in  Hatha 
Yoga,  where  it  is  esteemed  for  its  great  efficiency  in  producing 
occult  powers.  Respiratory  exercises  are  even  at  the  present 
day  looked  upon  as  highly  beneficial  to  healths  Monotony 
in  breathing  sometimes  brings  about  hypnosis.  When  the 
physically  weak  take  to  some  of  these  practices,  there  is 
great  danger.  This  is  why  the  Yogavidya,  or  the  science  of 
concentration,  is  required  to  be  kept  very  secret. 5 

translated  by  T.  F.  Knox).  This  book  mentions  many  tormenting  exercises 
of  a  more  heart-rending  description.  There  are  other  cases  of  Christian 
saints  who  tried  to  emulate  the  sorrows  of  the  crucified  Jesus,  whose  beloved 
companions  were  poverty,  suffering  and  contempt.  St.  Bernard  scourging 
his  body  to  the  point  of  death,  St.  Teresa  crying  out  in  the  grip  of  her 
fierce  infatuation  with  pain  “  Let  me  suffer  or  not  live,”  St.  John  of  the  Cross, 
whose  bodily  severities  are  indescribable,  are  some  of  the  noteworthy 
instances. 

1  Rupalavapyabalavajrasamhananatvani  kayasampat  (iii.  46). 

1  i-  34*  _  3  i-  33-39. 

4  The  following  extract  from  Dr.  Weber’s  lecture  on  '  The  Means  for 
the  Prolongation  of  Life  ”  has  some  interesting  observations  on  this  point : 
”  The  remarkable  improvement  in  the  heart’s  nutrition  and  action  is,  I 
think,  to  a  great  degree  caused  by  the  deep  inspirations  which  are  necessitated 
by  the  act  of  climbing,  especially  steady  and  prolonged  climbing.  This 
consideration  has  led  me  to  pay  particular  attention  to  respiratory  exercises, 
which  since  then  have  been  very  useful  to  myself  and  many  others,  especially 
persons  with  weak  heart  muscles.  ...  I  have  mostly  commenced  with 
moderately  deep  inspirations  and  expirations  continued  during  three  to  five 
minutes,  once  or  twice  a  day,  and  have  gradually  increased  the  exercises 
to  ten  minutes  or  a  quarter  of  an  hour.  .  ,  (British  Medical  Journal, 
December  5,  1903). 

5  See  Cintamani’s  Hathapradipikd. 
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XI 

Sense-Control 

The  Chinese  philosopher,  Lao  Tze,  asked,  "  Who  is  there 
who  can  make  muddy  water  clear  ?  ”  and  answered,  “  If  you 
leave  it  alone,  it  will  become  clear  of  itself 1  Pratyahara 
or  the  withdrawal  of  the  senses  from  their  natural  outward 
functioning,  answers  to  the  process  of  introversion  in  modern 
psychology.2  The  mind  is  to  be  resolutely  shut  against  all 
impressions  from  outside.  The  psalmist  said,  “  Be  still  and 
know.”  The  discipline  requires  us  to  drive  away  the  vagrant 
impulses  and  insistent  thoughts.  We  have  to  reach  the 
condition  described  by  St.  John  of  the  Cross  as  the  Night  of 
Sense.  Every  seeker  after  truth  is  called  upon  to  make  a 
monastic  cell  in  his  own  heart  and  retire  into  it  every  day. 

Ethical  preparation  (yama  and  niyama),  bodily  posture 
(asana),  breath-control  (pranayama),  and  abstraction  of  the 
senses  from  their  natural  functions  (pratyahara)  are  acces¬ 
sories  to  the  Yoga,  and  not  themselves  elements  in  it. 3 


XII 

Contemplation 

To  the  roving,  restless  mind  of  man  that  would  probe  the 
secrets  of  earth  and  analyse  the  mysteries  of  heaven,  the  Yoga 
says  that  the  truth  can  be  known  by  a  persistent  withdrawal 
of  consciousness  from  outward  acts  as  well  as  inward  changes. 
Dharana  is  fixing  the  mind  (citta)  in  a  particular  spot.  It  is 
steadfastness  of  mind.  In  normal  life  ideas  come  and  go, 
but  do  not  stay  long.  Concentration  is  normally  sustained 
at  its  fullest  for  a  very  short  time  only.  Dhyana  is  the 

1  Tao-Teh-King. 

3  “  And  thought  is  best  when  the  mind  is  gathered  into  herself,  and 
none  of  these  things  trouble  her — neither  sounds  nor  sights  nor  pain,  nor 
any  pleasure— when  she  has  as  little  as  possible  to  do  with  the  body  and 
has  no  bodily  sense  or  feeling,  but  is  aspiring  after  being  ”  (Plato  :  Phcedo, 
Jowett’s  E.T.). 

3  These  represent  the  stage  of  purgation,  while  dhyana  and  dharana 
illumination,  and  samadhi  union. 
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resulting  state  of  an  even  current  of  thought  undisturbed  by 
others.  It  is  meditation.  Dhyana  culminates  in  samadhi, 
where  the  sense  of  identity  is  lost ;  body  and  mind  become 
dead  to  all  external  impressions,  and  only  the  object  of 
meditation,  whatever  it  be,  remains  shining  out.  When 
these  three  are  directed  to  a  single  object,  we  are  said  to 
have  samyama.1  When  this  sarhyama  is  directed  to  objects, 
external  or  internal,  extraordinary  powers,  such  as  seeing 
through  closed  doors,  disappearing  from  sight,  reading  other 
people's  thoughts,  result.  The  seeker  for  liberation  runs  the 
risk  of  missing  his  end  if  he  succumbs  to  the  temptation  of 
these  powers.  One  has  to  resist  it,  to  move  upward.2 


XIII 

Samadhi  or  Concentration 

Samadhi  is  the  name  of  the  condition  to  be  passed  through 
before  reaching  deliverance.  Since  the  Yoga  insists  on  attain¬ 
ing  freedom  through  samadhi,  it  is  defined  as  samadhi, 
Yogah  samadhihA  It  is  the  ecstatic  condition  in  which  the 
connection  with  the  outer  world  is  broken.  It  is  the  goal  of 
the  Yoga  discipline,  since  it  lifts  the  soul  from  its  temporal, 
conditioned,  changing  existence  into  a  simple,  eternal  and 
perfect  life. 4  The  purusa  regains  through  it  the  eternal 
status.  There  are  degrees  of  concentration  or  samadhi ;  sam- 
prajnata  or  conscious,  and  asamprajnata  or  superconscious. 
In  the  former  the  mind  remains  conscious  of  the  object. 
That  state  where  the  citta  is  single  in  intent  and  fully  illumines 
a  distinct  and  real  object,  removes  the  afflictions  and  slackens 
the  bonds  of  karma,  and  has  for  its  goal  the  restraint  of  all 

1  iii.  4.  1  iii.  51.  3  Y.B.,  i.  1. 

4  “  A  kind  of  waking  trance  I  have  often  had,  quite  from  boyhood, 
when  I  have  been  all  alone.  This  has  generally  come  upon  me  through 
repeating  my  own  name  two  or  three  times  to  myself  silently,  till  all  at 
once,  out  of  the  intensity  of  the  consciousness  of  individuality,  the  individual 
itself  seemed  to  dissolve  and  fade  away  into  boundless  being  ;  and  this  not 
a  confused  state,  but  the  clearest  of  the  clearest  and  the  surest  of  the  surest, 
the  weirdest  of  weirdest,  utterly  beyond  words,  where  death  was  an  almost 
laughable  impossibility,  the  loss  of  personality  (if  so  it  were)  seeming  not 
extinction,  but  the  only  true  life  ”  (Life  of  Tennyson,  vol.  i,  p.  320).  See 
his  The  Ancient  Sage. 
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modifications,  is  called  samprajnatasamadhi.1  In  it  there  is 
a  union  between  the  knower  and  the  known,  in  which  the 
knower  may  be  said  to  know  the  object  simply  because  he 
is  it.  The  thought  and  the  object  of  thought  are  the  same 
This  state  is  accompanied  by  deliberation  (vitarka),  reflection 
(vicara),  joy  (ananda),  and  sense  of  personality  (asmita).2 
These  are  forms  of  concentration  which  have  definite 
objects  on  which  they  rest.  Different  names  are  assigned  to 
the  various  shades  which  the  forms  of  samprajnatasamadhi 
assume,  such  as  savitarka,  savicara,  sananda  and  sasmita. 
We  have  conscious  ecstasy  (samprajnatasamadhi)  as  long  as 
we  argue  about  what  is  good  or  bad,  what  is  present  or  absent, 
as  long  as  we  feel  a  sense  of  joy  and  have  a  sense  of  indi¬ 
viduality.  When  the  feeling  of  joy  passes  away  and  is  lost 
in  a  higher  equanimity,  there  occurs  the  state  called  dharma- 
megha,  in  which  the  isolation  of  the  soul  and  its  complete 
distinction  from  matter  are  realised  and  karma  operates  no 
more.  According  to  the  Vedanta,  it  is  the  state  in  which 
ideas  flow  in  the  clearest  manner. 

He  who  has  gained  internal  calm  has  an  intuitive  insight 
into  the  truth  of  things.  As  Vyasa  remarks  :  “  The  sattva 
of  buddhi,  the  essence  of  which  is  light  (prakasa),  when  freed 
from  obscuration  by  impurity,  has  a  pellucid  steady  flow 
which  is  not  dominated  by  rajas  and  tamas.  When  in  the 
super-reflective  (nirvicara)  samadhi,  this  clearness  (vaisara- 
dya)  arises,  the  yogin  gains  inner  calm  (adhyatmaprasada), 
and  the  vision  by  the  flash  (sphuta)  of  insight,  which  does 
not  pass  successively  through  the  serial  order  (of  the  usual 
discursive  knowledge  of  experience),  and  which  has  as  its 
intended  object  the  thing  as  it  really  is.”  3  This  insight  is 
filled  with  truth,  is  truth-bearing. 4  There  is  not  a  trace  of 
misconception.  Patanjali  distinguishes  this  insight  from  the 
knowledge  derived  through  inference  and  scriptural  testimony 
by  holding  that  its  object  is  a  concrete  reality  and  not  merely 
a  general  notion. 5  In  so  far  as  it  has  a  specific  entity 
(visesartha)  for  its  object,  it  has  closer  relation  to  perception  ; 

1  Y.B.,  i.  i. 

1  Since  we  do  not  have  concentration  on  a  real  clear  object  (sadbhutam 
artham)  in  sleep,  sleep  is  not  a  state  of  concentration.  See  Vacaspati,  i.  i. 

3  Y.B.,  i.  47.  See  also  ii.  45  ;  iii.  54. 

4  Rtaiiibhara  tatra  prajna  (i.  48). 


5  i.  49. 
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only  the  intuited  objects  are  too  subtle  for  gross  perception.1 
It  is  higher  perception  (param  pratyaksam).2  So  the  indi¬ 
vidual  object,  whether  it  belongs  to  the  subtle  elements  or 
to  the  self,  is  apprehended  only  by  this  concentrated  insight. 
It  is  seeing  with  the  soul  when  our  bodily  eyes  are  shut. 
When  once  this  intuition  arises,  its  impression  rules  out  all 
other  impressions,  so  that  their  ideas  no  more  recur.  3  When 
we  gain  the  highest  kind  of  intuitive  knowledge,  which 
simultaneously  embraces  the  past,  present  and  future,  with  all 
their  states  in  one  whole,  it  leads  us  to  final  perfection. 4 

Samadhi  is  not  a  simple  experience  uniform  as  long  as  it 
fasts.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  a  succession  of  mental  states 
which  grow  more  and  more  simple  until  they  end  in  uncon¬ 
sciousness.  Asaihprajnata  samadhi  is  concentration  where 
there  is  no  mental  mode  (cittavrtti),  though  the  latent  impres¬ 
sions  may  remain. 5  In  samprajnata  samadhi  there  is  a  clear 
consciousness  of  the  object  reflected  upon  as  distinct  from  the  sub¬ 
ject,  whereas  this  distinction  disappears  in  the  asamprajnata.6 

A  distinction  is  made  between  the  state  of  samadhi  possessing  the 
seed  of  future  life  (sabljasamadhi)  and  that  in  which  it  is  absent 
(nirbljasamadhi).  Bija,  or  seed,  according  to  Vacaspati,  is  “the 
latent  deposit  (a£aya)  of  karma  which  corresponds  to  the  hindrances 

1  49*  a  Y.B.,  i.  43.  j  i.  ^o. 

4  ■“’4*  5  i.  18. 

The  soul  is  no  longer  conscious  of  the  body  or  of  the  mind,  but  knows 
that  she  has  what  she  desired,  that  she  is  where  no  deception  can  come, 
and  that  she  would  not  exchange  her  bliss  for  all  the  heaven  of  heavens  '* 
(Plotinus  :  Enneads,  vi.  7.  34).  Schelling,  in  his  Philosophical  Letters  upon 
Dogmatism  and  Criticism,  says  :  “  In  all  of  us  there  dwells  a  secret  marvellous 
power  of  freeing  ourselves  from  the  changes  of  time,  of  withdrawing  to  our 
secret  selves  away  from  external  things,  and  of  so  discovering  to  ourselves 
the  eternal  in  us  in  the  form  of  unchangeability.  This  presentation  of 
ourselves  to  ourselves  is  the  most  truly  personal  experience  upon  which 
depends  everything  that  we  know  of  the  supersensual  world.  This  pre¬ 
sentation  shows  us  for  the  first  time  what  real  existence  is,  whilst  all  else 
only  appears  to  be.  It  differs  from  every  presentation  of  the  sense  in  its 
perfect  freedom,  whilst  all  other  presentations  are  bound,  being  over¬ 
weighted  by  the  burden  of  the  object.  This  intellectual  presentation  occurs 
when  we  cease  to  be  our  own  object,  when,  withdrawing  into  ourselves,  the 
perceiving  image  merges  in  the  self-perceived.  At  that  time  we  annihilate 
time  and  duration  of  time  ;  we  are  no  longer  in  time,  but  time,  or  rather 
eternity  itself,  is  in  us.  The  external  world  is  no  longer  an  object  for  us, 
but  is  lost  in  us."  Evidently  it  is  not  correct  to  hold  that  only  the  Oriental 
mind  feels  at  home  in  this  type  of  “  emotional  ”  thinking  which  culminates 
in  a  supersensuous  object  of  aesthetic  contemplation. 
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of  birth,  length  of  life  and  kinds  of  enjoyment.”  1  That  which  has 
this  basis  is  sabija,  and  that  which  is  exempt  from  it  is  nirblja.  Like 
all  products  of  prakrti,  citta  has  the  three  sides  of  sattva,  rajas  and 
tamas..  According  to  Vyasa,  "  its  aspect  of  sattva,  which  is  illumina¬ 
tion,  when  commingled  with  rajas  and  tamas,  loves  power  and  objects 
of  sense  ;  the  same,  when  dominated  by  tamas,  tends  towards  vice, 
ignorance,  absence  of  detachment  and  failure  to  realise  its  lordliness  ; 
the  same,  when  the  covering  of  error  is  removed,  illumines  all  round, 
and  since  it  is  pervaded  only  slightly  by  rajas,  tends  towards  merit, 
knowledge,  detachment  and  lordliness.  The  same  sattva,  when  the 
last  vestige  of  rajas  is  removed,  becomes  grounded  in  itself  (svarupa- 
pratistham),  and  being  nothing  but  the  discernment  of  the  difference 
between  the  sattva  and  the  self  (sattvapurusanyatakhyatimatram), 
tends  towards  the  contemplation  of  the  cloud  of  virtue  (dharma- 
meghadhyanopagam  bhavati).  It  is  called  dharmamegha,  or  the 
cloud  of  dharma,  since  it  is  full  of  dharma,  or  truth,  and  rains  blessings 
on  the  lower  planes,  while  the  man  himself  is  basking  in  the  light  of 
the  eternal  sun  of  truth,  raised  above  all  afflictions  and  karmas.  The 
contemplators  (dhyayinah)  call  this  the  highest  intellection  (pra- 
samkhyanam).  But  the  energy  of  intelligence  (citi£akti)  is  immutable 
and  does  not  unite  with  objects ;  it  has  objects  shown  to  it,  and  is 
undefiled  and  unending,  while  the  knowledge  of  discrimination  (vive- 
kakhyati),  whose  essence  is  sattva,  is  the  opposite.”  Though  this  is 
the  highest  kind  of  knowledge  possible,  even  that  has  to  be  suppressed.2 3 4 
“  So  the  citta  being  disgusted  with  this  also  restrains  this  insight.  In 
this  state  it  has  residual  potencies  (samskara).  .  .  .  The  sabija  samadhi, 
which  gives  great  powers  of  understanding,  is  to  be  used  as  a  stepping- 
stone  to  nirbija  samadhi.  Since  there  is  no  consciousness  of  any 
objects  in  the  state,  it  is  also  called  asamprajnatah.”  Though  some 
residual  potencies  remain,  their  roots  are  cut  off.  Bhoja  is,  however, 
of  opinion  that  in  perfect  asamprajnata  samadhi  all  residual  impres¬ 
sions  are  destroyed. 3  Vyasa  and  Vacaspati  hold  that  residual  impres¬ 
sions  remain  in  that  state. 4  They  require,  however,  to  be  removed 

1  Tattvavaikaradl,  i.  2. 

2  Vyasa  (i.  4)  quotes  from  Pancasikha  to  the  effect:  “  Knowledge  is  but 
one,  discrimination  alone  is  knowledge.”  “  Ekam  eva  darsanam  khyatii 
eva  darsanam.” 

3  Bhojavrtti,  i.  18. 

4  Rajendra  Lai  Mitra  writes  :  “  This  contradiction  may  be  explained 
by  supposing  that  the  Patanjala  Bhasya  has  in  view  a  meditation  from 
which  there  is  awaking,  while  Bhoja  describes  the  final  meditation  from 
which  there  is  no.  further  waking  ;  for  he  admits  that  in  the  earlier  stages 
of  the  unconscious  meditation  there  are  residua  peculiar  to  it.  Yogis  admit 
that  people  do  wake  from  unconscious  meditation,  and  that  that  meditation 
is  often  practised,  and  in  such  cases  the  sarhskaras  must  remain  in  latent 
state,  to  be  revived  by  proper  stimuli  on  waking.  It  is  difficult  satisfactorily 
to  describe  to  what  condition  Patanjali  himself  referred.  The  way  in  which 
he  has  used  the  word  sesa  would  suggest  the  idea  that  he  has  been  correctly 
interpreted  in  the  Patanjala  Bhasya  ”  (Y.S.,  p.  23). 
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for  ultimate  salvation,  for  the  Yoga  Sutra  says,  when  even  the  subliminal 
impression  of  insight  is  suppressed,  since  all  is  suppressed,  the  Yogin 
gains  nirblja  samadhi  or  seedless  concentration.1 

Until  we  reach  the  stage  of  samadhi  our  effort  is  the  nega¬ 
tive  one  of  discriminating  purusa  from  prakrti.  When  the 
distinction  is  realised,  the  positive  nature  of  spirit  manifests 
itself.  This  manifestation  of  the  nature  of  spirit  on  its  own 
plane,  above  all  confusion  with  prakrti,  is  the  highest  form 
of  samadhi.  In  this  superconscious  samadhi  the  seer  abides 
in  himself.2  All  possibility  of  confusion  between  the  self  and 
the  activity  of  citta  ceases. 3  The  Yoga  believes  that  the 
citta  of  man  is  like  a  millstone.  If  we  put  wheat  under  it, 
it  grinds  it  into  flour  ;  if  we  put  nothing  under  it,  it  grinds 
on  until  it  grinds  itself  away.  When  we  strip  the  citta  of 
its  fluctuations,  its  workings  cease,  and  it  is  reduced  to  a 
condition  of  absolute  passivity.  We  then  enter  into  a  silence 
which  is  untouched  by  the  ceaseless  noises  of  the  outer  world. 
The  citta  has  become  desolate,  but  the  self  is  quite  at  home. 
It  is  the  mystical  state  which  occurs  as  a  sequel  to  intense 
concentration.  We  cannot  give  an  adequate  description  of  it. 
For,  as  Vyasa  quotes,  “  through  yoga  must  yoga  be  known, 
and  yoga  becomes  manifest  through  yoga,  and  he  who  is 
earnest  about  yoga  rests  in  it  for  evermore."  4  Samadhi  is  a 
condition  which  few  can  attain  and  almost  none  can  possess 
long,  since  it  is  broken  in  upon  by  the  calls  of  life.  So  it  is 
said  that  final  liberation  is  not  possible  until  the  body  is 
cast  off. 

That  ecstatic  states  occur  cannot  be  doubted.  Plato 
regards  "  this  divine  madness  "  as  “  the  source  of  the  chief est 
blessings  granted  to  man."  The  highest  intuitions  are  revealed 
in  such  moments.  Moses  at  Mount  Horeb  heard  the  “  I  am  " 
of  the  Eternal  Spirit.  Isaiah  perceived  the  mystery  of  the 
reality  in  the  words  “  Holy,  Holy,  Holy."  St.  Peter  knew, 
from  the  vision  of  the  street,  that  God  was  the  God  of  all 
peoples  and  nations.  St.  Paul  is  reported  to  have  fallen  into 
a  trance  at  his  conversion.  The  mediaeval  mystics  speak  of 

1  i.  51.  Tasyapi  nirodhe  sarvanirodhannirbljah  samadhih. 

*  i*  3-  3  i.  3-4. 

*  Yogena  yogo  jnatavyo  yogo  yogat  pravartate 
Yo’pramattas  tu  yogena  sa  yoge  ramate  ciram.  (Y.B.,  iii.  6.) 
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visions  and  voices  as  quite  common.  Wordsworth  and 
Tennyson  among  modern  poets  refer  to  ecstatic  conditions. 
These  visions  and  voices  are  generally  represented  as  the 
visitations  of  God,  intended  to  help  the  struggling  saint  and 
strengthen  him  in  his  hour  of  need  ;  so  that,  to  the  believers 
in  God,  ecstasy  is  another  name  for  deification.1  The  Yoga, 
however,  does  not  accept  this  view.  Every  soul  is  potentially 
divine,  and  its  divinity  is  manifested  when  nature,  external 
and  internal,  is  controlled.*  The  visions  and  the  voices  are, 
in  Yoga,  regarded  as  the  revelations  of  the  creative  spirit  in 
man.  Whether  they  are  authentic  or  not  is  to  be  judged  by 
the  light  of  reason. 


XIV 

Freedom 

Freedom  in  the  Yoga  is  kaivalya,  or  absolute  independence. 
It  is  not  a  mere  negation,  but  is  the  eternal  life  of  the  purusa, 
when  it  is  freed  from  the  fetters  of  prakrti.  It  is  defined  as 
the  relapse  of  the  qualities  (gunah)  in  view  of  the  absence 
of  any  purpose  of  the  self  or  the  energy  of  intelligence 
grounded  in  itself. 3  The  purusa  is  in  his  true  form  (svarupa). 
As  in  the  case  of  other  Hindu  systems  of  thought,  so  also  in 
the  Yoga,  the  cause  of  all  desire  is  ignorance  of  the  true  nature 
of  things.  The  effect  of  this  ignorance  is  the  body,  its  support 
is  citta,  and  its  object  is  worldly  enjoyment.  So  long  as 
avidya  remains,  the  individual  does  not  shake  off  his  burden. 
Avidya  can  be  removed  by  discriminative  knowledge  (vive- 
kakhyati).4  When  the  individual  acquires  knowledge,  all 

1  “  A  condition  of  automatic  activity,  referred  to  Christ  or  God  as  the 
cause,  is  spoken  of  by  some  of  the  great  Christian  mystics  as  deification  ” 
(J.  H.  Leuba  :  Journal  of  Philosophy,  xxi.  p.  702). 

3  See  the  illuminating  preface  in  Bernard  Shaw's  Saint  Joan. 

3  PurusarthaSunyanarii  gunanam  pratiprasavah  kaivalyarh  svariipa- 
pratistha  va  citisaktir  iti  (Y.S.,  iv.  34). 

4  It  is  said  to  have  seven  stages,  as  follows  :  (1)  The  thing  to  be  escaped 
from  has  been  known,  and  so  need  not  be  known  again.  (2)  The  reasons 
for  the  thing  to  be  escaped  from  have  dwindled  away,  and  so  need  not 
dwindle  away  again.  (3)  The  escape  is  directly  perceived  by  the  concen¬ 
tration  of  restriction  (nirodhasamadhina).  (4)  The  means  of  escape  in  the 
form  of  discriminative  discernment  has  been  cultivated.  While  these  four 
belong  to  the  fourfold  release  from  external  phenomena  (karyavimukti). 
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false  notions  disappear.  The  self  is  purified  and  remains 
untouched  by  the  conditions  of  citta.  The  gunas  retire  to 
rest  and  the  self  abides  in  its  own  essence.1 

The  goal  of  jiva  is  detachment  and  independence.  It  is 
not  compatible  with  the  human  relationships  of  family  life, 
society,  etc.,  and  accordingly  the  Yoga  is  said  to  be  an 
unethical  system.  Ethical  considerations  cannot  have  any 
place  in  a  system  that  aims  at  the  breaking  of  all  bonds 
connecting  the  individual  to  the  world.2  The  criticism  is 
one  which  we  have  frequently  met.  The  ethical  pathway 
alone  helps  us  to  reach  the  goal  of  perfection,  though  the 
latter  takes  us  to  a  region  beyond  good  and  evil.  Salvation 
is  the  realisation  of  the  true  nature  of  the  self  which  is 
obscured  by  so  many  impurities.  We  can  get  rid  of  them 
only  by  effort  and  discipline.  The  Yoga  is  much  more 
emphatic  than  many  other  systems  in  holding  that  philosophy 
cannot  save  us.  What  we  stand  in  need  of  is  not  subtleties 
of  disquisition  but  control  of  will.  We  must  subdue  the 
inner  turmoil  of  emotion  and  passion.  The  true  philosopher 
is  a  physician  of  the  soul,  one  who  helps  us  to  save  ourselves 
from  the  bondage  of  desire. 

The  Yoga  recognises  that  all  men  are  not  capable  of  the 
discipline  it  insists  on.  There  are  some  who  are  called  in 
modern  psychology  extraverts,  and  for  them  the  Yoga  of 
action  (kriyayoga),  consisting  of  austerities  (tapas),  study 
(svadhyaya),  and  devotion  to  God  (I^varapranidhana),  are 
prescribed.  3  Tapas  or  austerity  is  that  which  burns  up  the 
impurities  mixed  up  with  the  subconscious  impressions  result¬ 
ing  from  afflictions  and  karma.  The  Yoga  psychology  assumes 
that,  besides  the  conscious  mind,  there  is  an  unconscious  but 

the  other  three  refer  to  the  final  release  (cittavimukti),  and  they  are  : 
(i)  the  authority  of  buddhi  is  ended  ;  (2)  the  gunas  come  to  rest  ;  (3)  the 
self  that  has  severed  its  connection  with  the  gunas  is  enlightened  by  himself 
and  nothing  more,  and  is  stainless  and  isolated.  (Gupasambandhatitah 
svarupamatrajyotir  amalah  kevall  purusa  iti.)  (Y.B.,  ii.  27.) 

*  iii.  24-33. 

a  “  An  ethical  purpose  and  practice  is  not  logically  demanded  by  the 
goal  of  Yoga ;  for  honesty,  friendliness,  etc.,  are  irrelevant  to  one  who  seeks 
utter  detachment  and  isolation.  The  coupling  of  a  concern  for  moral  values 
with  a  desire  for  the  suppression  of  personality  is  one  of  the  incongruities 
that  betray  the  confusion  of  thought  from  which  this  system  suffers  ” 
{Journal  of  Philosophy,  xvi,  No.  8,  p.  200).  3  ii.  1. 
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psychically  active  region,  and  tapas  aims  at  the  control  of  the 
contents  of  this  unconscious  region.1 

A  Yogi  who  has  attained  the  power  of  samadhi  sets  about  destroying 
karma,  which  is  of  three  kinds  :  (i)  deeds  done  in  the  past  whose  conse¬ 
quences  have  begun  to  operate  in  the  present  life  (prarabdha)  ; 
(2)  those  done  in  the  past  whose  consequences  have  to  be  expiated 
in  some  future  life  or  the  stored  (samcita)  karma  ;  and  (3)  those  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  present  life  which  require  to  be  expiated  in  the  present 
life  or  in  some  future  one  (agami).  The  last  can  be  checked  through 
devotion  to  God  and  social  service.  The  ripe  karmas  are  exhausted 
in  this  life,  and  about  the  unripe  ones,  which  demand  a  future  life,  it  is 
said,  the  Yogi  can  create  all  the  bodies  necessary  to  pay  off  the  old 
debts.  Each  of  the  bodies  has  a  citta  or  mind,  of  its  own,  called  the 
nirmana  citta  or  the  artificial  mind.  The  artificial  bodies  with  their 
cittas  are  distinguished  from  the  ordinary  ones,  since  they  are  perfectly 
methodical  in  all  their  acts.  The  consciousness  of  the  Yogi  controls 
these  different  automatisms.  As  soon  as  the  automaton,  which  has 
a  particular  destiny,  a  particular  portion  of  the  stored-up  karma  to 
exhaust,  fulfils  its  aim,  the  Yogi  withdraws  his  control  from  it,  and 
the  “  man  ”  dies  a  sudden  death.  Unlike  the  natural  mind,  the 
experiences  of  the  artificial  mind  leave  no  traces  behind.3 


XV 

Karma 

So  long  as  avidya  is  not  overcome,  there  will  be  life  in 
samsara.  The  law  of  karma  is  assumed  as  valid,  and  our 
life,  its  character  and  length,  are  all  determined  by  it. 3  Though 
we  do  not  remember  our  past  lives,  we  can  infer  particulars 
about  them  from  the  tendencies  of  the  present  4 ;  and  these 
tendencies  will  cease  to  exist  on  the  disappearance  of  their 
cause  (hetu),  motive  (phala),  substratum  (asraya),  and  object 
(alambana).  The  root  cause  is  avidya,  though  we  may  have 
other  proximate  causes  ;  the  motive  refers  to  the  purpose 
with  reference  to  which  any  conation  becomes  operative  in 

1  What  happens  above  the  threshold  of  consciousness  is  symbolic  of  the 
play  of  the  forces  underneath  it.  Adepts  in  Yoga  explore,  in  cases  of  nervous 
disease  and  “  possession,”  what  is  normally  hidden  in  the  unconscious  being 
by  letting  it  come  to  the  surface  through  hypnotic  trance  or  otherwise. 
Belief  in  such  cures,  which  remind  us  of  modern  psycho-analysis,  is  wide 
in  India. 

*  iv.  4-5.  3  ii.  12-14.  4  iv.  9. 
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the  present  ;  citta  is  the  substratum  of  the  residual  potencies, 
and  the  object  is  that  which  excites  the  potencies.1 

XVI 

Supernormal  Powers 

The  popular  cult  of  magic  is  mixed  up  with  the  religious 
scheme  of  salvation  in  the  Yoga.  That  certain  magical 
powers  are  acquired  during  the  course  of  the  yogic  sadhana 
is  recognised  in  early  Buddhistic  works,  though  Buddha 
himself  set  aside  the  pursuit  of  those  powers  as  unfavourable 
to  peifection.  The  Hindu  scriptures  speak  to  us  of  men  who, 
through  dint  of  hard  tapas,  acquired  marvellous  powers. 
The  acquisition  of  these  powers  is  subordinated  to  the  chief 
end  of  samadhi  in  the  Yoga  system.  Though  the  highest 
goal  may  not  be  attained,  the  lower  stages  are  not  without 
their  value.  Each  stage  brings  its  own  reward.  Control  of 
the  body  through  postures  results  in  an  indifference  to  the 
extremes  of  heat  and  cold.2  We  obtain  a  full  intuitive  know¬ 
ledge  of  whatever  we  concentrate  on.  Samyama,  or  concen¬ 
tration,  is  the  means  by  which  we  acquire  a  knowledge  of 
supersensuous  objects.  Through  it  we  know  the  inmost  core 
of  things  and  reach  the  great  light  of  wisdom  (prajnaloka). 
By  means  of  constraint  on  friendliness,  compassion  and  joy, 
these  qualities  increase.  3  If  we  concentrate  on  muscular 
powers,  we  will  have  a  giant’s  strength. 4  Heightened  powers 
of  the  senses  (hypersesthesia),  by  which  the  yogin  can  see  and 
hear  at  a  distance,  follow  as  a  result  of  concentration. 5  We 
can  also  acquire  a  direct  knowledge  of  subliminal  impressions, 
and,  through  them,  of  our  past  lives.6  As  the  result  of 
samyama  on  a  presented  idea,  knowledge  of  another’s  mind 
(paracittajnanam)  arises. 7  Transmission  of  thought  from  one 
individual  to  another  without  the  intervention  of  the  normal 
communicating  mechanisms  is  quite  possible.  Through  con¬ 
centration  on  the  threefold  modifications  which  all  objects 
constantly  undergo,  we  acquire  the  power  to  know  the  past, 
present  and  the  future.8  The  yogi  can  make  his  body 

1  Y.B.  iv.  ii.  *  ii.  48.  3  iii.  23.  4  iii.  24. 

5  iii.  35.  6  iii.  18.  7  iii.  19.  8  iii.  10. 
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invisible.1  By  means  of  samyama  on  the  twofold  karma,  on 
the  potencies  which  will  soon  be  exhausted  and  those  which 
will  take  a  long  time,  he  knows  when  he  will  die.  He  can  know 
the  fine,  the  concealed  and  the  obscure,  the  cosmic  spaces,  the 
starry  system,  the  pole  star,  the  bodily  constitution,  by  practising 
the  relevant  samyamas.  According  to  Patanjali,  he  who  dis¬ 
cerns  the  distinction  between  the  self  and  objective  existence 
gains  authority  over  all  states  of  existence  and  omniscience.2 
Before  we  gain  full  knowledge  we  sometimes  have  a  kind 
of  prior  intuition  of  the  truth,  and  this  is  called  pratibha.3 

The  supernormal  powers  are  really  obstacles  to  samadhi, 
though  they  are  regarded  as  perfections  when  one  acquires 
them. 4  They  are  by-products  of  the  higher  life.  They  are 
the  flowers  which  we  chance  to  pick  on  the  road,  though  the 
true  seeker  does  not  set  out  on  his  travels  to  gather  them. 
Only  through  the  disregard  of  these  perfections  can  freedom 
be  gained. 5  In  Bunyan’s  allegory  the  pilgrims  to  the  celestial 
city  find,  even  at  the  very  gateway  of  heaven,  a  little  wicket 
that  admits  to  a  path  leading  down  to  hell.  He  who  falls  a 
victim  to  the  magical  powers  rapidly  goes  downward. 

These  supernormal  powers  are  not  considered  by  the  Yoga 
philosophy  to  be  miraculous  interferences  with  the  laws  of 
nature.  The  world  open  to  the  senses  is  not  the  whole  world 
of  nature.  What  appears  to  be  a  contravention  of  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  the  physical  world  is  only  a  supplementing  of  it  by 
the  principles  of  another  part  of  the  cosmic  order.  The  world 
beyond  the  physical  has  its  own  science  and  laws.  The 
attractions  of  unlimited  physical  and  intellectual  power  were 
perhaps  employed  to  induce  the  worldly  to  take  to  the  higher 
life.  The  foolish  always  seek  after  signs. 

"  The  perfections  (siddhis)  are  attained  through  birth, 
drugs  (osadhi),  spells  (mantras),  austerity  (tapas),  or  con¬ 
centration  (samadhi)/’ 6  Some  are  born  with  the  powers, 

1  Y.S.,  iii.  2i.  “  The  great  work  of  Gorres,  in  five  volumes,  is  divided  into 
Divine,  Natural  and  Diabolical  mysticism.  The  first  contains  stories  of  the 
miraculous  enhancement  of  sight,  hearing,  smell  and  so  forth,  which  results 
from  extreme  holiness,  and  tells  us  how  one  saint  had  the  power  of  becoming 
invisible,  another  of  walking  through  closed  doors,  and  a  third  of  flying 
through  the  air”  (Dean  Inge:  Christian  Mysticism,  pp.  264-5). 

*  iii.  49.  3  Y.B.,  iii.  33.  iii.  37- 

s  iii  50-51.  6  iv.  1. 


♦  111.  37. 
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since  they  had  practised  yoga  in  their  past  lives.  These  born 
psychics  turn  into  developed  yogis  with  a  little  training. 
Sometimes  psychic  powers  are  also  attained  by  the  use  of 
drugs  and  anaesthetics.  Narcotic  intoxication  and  ecstatic 
state  are  confused  by  the  popular  mind.  The  use  of  drugs  is 
not  recommended  in  Patanjali’s  Yoga,  though  it  is  mentioned 
as  one  of  the  ways  of  obtaining  perfections. 1  Thus,  the 
habit  of  drug  intoxication  prevalent  in  primitive  tribes  was 
mixed  up  with  the  higher  mysticism  of  the  Yoga.  Spells  2 
and  austerities  also  help  us  in  acquiring  these  powers.  The 
insistence,  however,  is  on  concentration  and  not  on  the  others. 
The  visions  due  to  drugs  or  disordered  nerves  are  condemned. 
The  system  did  not  feel  prepared  to  cut  off  all  connection 
with  its  surroundings,  and  so  incorporated  elements  which 
did  not  belong  to  its  inmost  being.  This  spirit  of  accommo¬ 
dation  is  responsible  for  the  miscellaneous  character  of  the 
Yoga  system,  which  exhibits  a  medley  of  low  naturalism  and 
high  idealism.  There  is  such  a  thing  as  unconscious  suggestion 
from  the  environment,  and  so  the  Yoga  exhibits  features 
determined  by  the  conditions  of  the  age  in  which  it  arose. 
But  it  is  easy  for  us  to  separate  these  secondary  accidental 
characteristics  from  the  primary  and  the  integral.  The  Yoga 
Sutra  does  not  take  any  further  notice  of  drugs  and  spells, 
thus  suggesting  its  considered  conviction  that  the  signs  and 
wonders  which  the  uncultured  seek  after,  even  if  well  authenti¬ 
cated,  possess  no  spiritual  value. 


XVII 

God 

Patahjali  makes  devotion  to  God  one  of  the  aids  to  Yoga. 3 
God  is  not  only  the  object  of  meditation,  but  is  also  said  to 

1  Nitrous  oxide  stimulates  ecstatic  consciousness.  According  to  William 
James,  alcohol  “  brings  its  votary  from  the  chill  periphery  of  things  to  the 
radiant  core.  It  makes  him  for  the  moment  one  with  truth’*  ( Varieties  of 
Religious  Experience,  p.  387). 

2  American  New  Thought  recommends  concentration  on  a  carefully 

selected  word  or  rhythmical  formula,  and  this  method  answers  to  the 
recitation  of  mantras.  1  i.  23. 
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help  the  realisation  of  the  goal  by  the  removal  of  obstacles. 
Theism  is  not,  however,  an  integral  part  of  Patanjali’s  creed. 
A  personal  God  serves  the  practical  purposes  of  Patanjah, 
who  does  not  concern  himself  much  with  the  speculative 
interests  of  theism.  An  argument  which  reminds  us  of  the 
classical  ontological  argument  is  given  by  Vyasa.1  God  has 
a  perfect  nature  (prakrstasattva).  “  His  pre-eminence  is 
altogether  without  anything  equal  to  it  or  excelling  it.  For, 
to  begin  with,  it  cannot  be  excelled  by  any  other  pre-eminence, 
since  whatever  might  seem  to  excel  it  would  itself  prove  to 
be  that  very  pre-eminence.  Therefore,  that  is  the  Isvara 
wherein  we  reach  this  uttermost  limit  of  pre-eminence.”  Nor, 
again,  is  there  any  pre-eminence  equal  to  his.  “  Because, 
when  one  thing  is  simultaneously  desired  by  two  equals,  the 
one  saying,  ‘  Let  this  be  new/  and  the  other  saying,  ‘  Let 
this  be  old/  if  the  one  wins  his  way,  the  other  fails  in  his  wish 
and  becomes  inferior.  And  two  equals  cannot  obtain  the 
same  desired  thing  simultaneously,  since  that  would  be  a 
contradiction  in  terms.  Therefore  we  maintain  that  in  whom¬ 
soever  there  is  a  pre-eminence  that  is  neither  equalled  nor 
excelled,  he  is  the  Isvara.”  2  Patanjali  proves  the  omniscience 
of  God  by  means  of  the  law  of  continuity,  which  must  have 
an  upper  limit.  Where  there  are  a  great  and  a  greater,  there 
must  be  a  greatest.  Whatever  admits  of  degrees  of  excellence 
is  capable  of  reaching  the  highest  limit.  Omniscience  admits 
of  degrees  of  excellence.  It  gradually  increases  in  proportion 
to  the  degree  to  which  the  matter-stuff  (tamas)  which  covers 
the  pure  essence  (sattva)  is  removed.  When  the  germ  of 
omniscience  reaches  its  height  of  perfection  we  get  the  omnis¬ 
cient  God.  “  In  him  becomes  perfect  the  germ  of  all-know- 
ingness.”  3  The  blind  tendency  of  non-intelligent  prakrti 
cannot  bring  forth  the  order  and  the  harmony  of  the  universe 
where  men  suffer  according  to  their  karmas.  God  is  the 
guide  of  the  evolution  of  prakrti.  He  is  ever  solicitous  that 
the  development  of  prakrti  may  serve  the  interests  of  purusas. 
God  is  not,  however,  the  creator  of  the  world,  since  a  world 
full  of  pain  could  not  have  been  created  by  a  being  of  boundless 

*  Y.B.,  i.  24.  3  Y.B.,  i.  24. 

3  Tatra  niratisayam  sarvajnatvabijam  (i.  25).  See  also  Y.B.  and  Yoga- 
varttika  on  it. 


870 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


mercy.  Scripture  seeks  to  prove  the  existence  of  God.  But 
this  proof  is  a  case  of  circular  reasoning,  since  the  Vedas  are 
said  to  be  authoritative  on  the  ground  that  Isvara  composed 
them.  They  are  said  to  be  valid,  since  their  declarations 
correspond  to  facts.1  While  the  Samkhya  assumes  the 
validity  of  the  Vedas,  it  does  not  justify  it.  The  Yoga  offers 
some  justification  in  making  Hvara  the  source  of  the  Vedas. 

The  God  of  Patanjali  is  not  easy  to  describe.  He  is  said 
to  be  a  special  kind  of  self,  untouched  by  the  taint  of  imper¬ 
fection  and  above  the  law  of  karma.2  Being  free  from  all 
entanglement  in  worldly  existence,  God  lives  in  eternal  bliss, 
without  merit  or  demerit,  unaffected  by  the  weight  of  suffering 
with  which  living  beings  are  burdened.  He  is  omniscient, 
the  teacher  of  the  ancient  rsis.  If  God  is  to  help  toiling  souls 
on  the  upward  way  to  freedom  and  light,  he  must  in  some 
degree  subject  himself  to  the  experience  of  samsara.  So 
Patanjali  is  inclined  to  regard  him  as  the  teacher  of  truth. 
God  as  the  teacher  has  found  an  echo  in  the  heart  of  every 
great  thinker  from  Plato  downwards.  He  is  unlimited  by 
time,  3  all-merciful,  and  though  he  has  no  desires  to  satisfy, 
yet,  for  the  sake  of  those  in  samsara,  he  dictates  the  scriptures 
at  each  world-epoch.  His  sattva  nature  of  perfect  quality, 
which  is  devoid  of  any  imperfection  due  to  rajas  or  tamas, 
is  the  means  of  his  self-expression  and  it  is  completely  under 
his  control. 4  God  is  ever  free,  and  so  cannot  be  confused 
with  freed  souls  who  were  once  bound,  or  those  absorbed  in 
prakrti  (prakrtilayas),  who  may  incur  bondage  in  the  future. 
Unlike  the  liberated  souls,  who  have  no  further  relation  with 
the  world,  God  is  everlastingly  in  connection  with  it.  It  is 
assumed  that  God  stands  in  an  eternal  and  indissoluble  con¬ 
nection  with  the  purest  side  of  matter,  sattva,  and  so  God  is 
for  ever  endowed  with  supreme  power,  wisdom  and  goodness. 
He  in  his  mercy  enters  into  the  scene  of  change  by  assuming 
the  quality  of  sattva.  Since  he  does  so  voluntarily  for  the 
sake  of  the  struggling  purusas,  he  is  not  bound  by  the  law 
of  karma.  At  the  great  dissolution,  when  prakrti  relapses 
into  its  unmanifested  state,  this  assumed  form  is  set  aside, 
though  it  is  taken  up  again  at  the  next  development.  As  an 


1  T attvavaikavadi ,  i.  24. 
%  i.  25-26. 


*  1.  24. 

«  Y.B.,  i.  25. 
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individual  resolves  overnight  to  wake  up  at  a  certain  hour 
next  morning  and  does  so  through  the  force  of  the  impression 
left  behind  by  his  determination,  even  so  Isvara  resolves  to 
resume  the  character  of  the  great  teacher  when  prakrti  begins 
a  fresh  evolution  and  the  purusas  emerge.  The  mystic  syllable 
“  Aum  ”  represents  God,  and  by  meditating  on  it  the  mind 
rests  in  the  true  vision  of  God.1 

The  personal  God  of  Yoga  philosophy  is  very  loosely 
connected  with  the  rest  of  the  system.  The  goal  of  human 
aspiration  is  not  union  with  God,  but  the  absolute  separation 
of  purusa  from  prakrti.  Devotion  to  God  is  one  of  several 
other  ways  of  reaching  ultimate  freedom.  God  is  only  a 
particular  self  (purusavisesa),  and  not  the  creator  and  preserver 
of  the  universe.  He  does  not  reward  or  punish  the  actions 
of  men.  But  some  work  had  to  be  devised  for  him  when 
once  he  was  on  the  scene.  He  is  said  to  aid  those  who  are 
devoted  to  him  in  removing  the  obstacles  to  their  upward 
progress.  By  pranidhana,  or  disinterested  devotion  or  bhakti, 
we  become  eligible  for  the  grace  of  God.  Isvara  facilitates 
the  attainment  of  liberation,  but  does  not  directly  grant  it. 
Such  a  conception  of  Isvara  is,  of  course,  unsatisfactory,2  and 
we  cannot  help  saying  that  the  Yoga  philosophy  introduced 
the  conception  of  God  just  to  be  in  the  fashion  and  catch  the 
mind  of  the  public. 3  Those  who  were  anxious  to  propagate 
the  Sarhkhya  theory  of  the  universe  and  the  Yoga  method 
of  discipline  perhaps  found  it  difficult  to  spread  their  ideas 
without  satisfying  the  theistic  instincts  of  man.  In  the  later 
Yoga,  the  universal  needs  of  the  human  heart  prove  stronger, 
and  God  begins  to  occupy  a  more  central  place.  The  reality 
of  God  is  seen  in  the  purified  life  of  man.  The  witness  of  God 
is  the  religious  experience  of  man.  The  over-soul  speaks  to 
the  soul,  and  those  who  seek  for  truth  find  the  answer  in 

1  i.  27-28.  *  See  S.B.,  ii.  2.  38  and  41. 

3  Cp.  Garbe  :  “  The  insertion  of  the  personal  God,  which  subsequently 
decisively  determined  the  character  of  the  Yoga  system,  was,  to  judge 
from  the  Y.S.,  the  textbook  of  Patanjali,  at  first  accomplished  in  a  very 
ioose  and  superficial  manner,  so  that  the  contents  and  purpose  of  the  system 
were  not  at  all  affected  by  it.  We  can  even  say  that  the  Y.S.,  i.  23-27  , 
ii.  1.  45,  which  treat  of  the  person  of  God,  are  unconnected  with  the  other 
parts  of  the  textbook — nay,  even  contradict  the  foundations  of  the  system  " 
( The  Philosophy  of  Ancient  India,  p.  15). 
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their  hearts.  The  severe  discipline  of  the  Yoga,  with  its 
strenuous  physical  hardships  and  grave  moral  perils,  demands 
a  guide  and  help,  a  deliverer  from  darkness  and  pain,  the 
teacher  of  truth  and  the  inspirer  of  strength.  Soon,  union 
with  God  becomes  the  goal  of  human  endeavour.  In  the 
Bhagavadgttd,  for  example,  the  deistic  Yoga  is  replaced  by 
theistic  bhakti.  In  samadhi  the  soul  sees  and  possesses  God. 
By  the  separation  of  the  self  from  every  object  of  sense  and 
thought,  by  the  suppression  of  all  desire  and  passion  and  the 
elimination  of  all  personal  sense,  we  become  reunited  with 
God.  The  end  may  be  gained  as  the  result  of  intense  con¬ 
templation  of  God.  Vijnanabhiksu  says  :  “Of  all  kinds  of 
conscious  meditation,  the  meditation  of  the  supreme  Godhead 
is  the  highest.”  1 


XVIII 

Conclusion 

To  the  modern  mind,  in  East  or  West,  the  whole  Yoga 
scheme  of  attaining  perfection  appears  to  be  only  an  elaborate 
process  of  self-hypnotisation.  Intense  and  solitary  medita¬ 
tions,  accompanied  by  physical  exercises  and  postures,  help 
to  make  our  minds  run  into  particular  moulds.  Such  a  view 
gains  some  support  from  the  popular  confusion  of  the  Yoga 
system  with  some  of  the  repulsive  practices  of  the  Tantra 
cult  and  later  adaptations  of  Patanjali’s  Yoga  by  fanatical 
mendicants.  It  is,  however,  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  the 
fact  that  Patanjali’s  Yoga,  in  its  original  form,  is  free  from 
these  vagaries.  It  assumes  that  we  have  all  reservoirs  of  life 
to  draw  upon  of  which  we  do  not  dream.  It  formulates  the 
methods  of  getting  at  our  deeper  functional  levels.  The  Yoga 
discipline  is  nothing  more  than  the  purification  of  the  body, 
mind  and  soul,  and  preparing  them  for  the  beatific  vision.2 
Since  the  life  of  man  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  citta,  it  is 
always  within  our  reach  to  transform  our  nature  by  controlling 
our  citta.  With  faith  and  concentration,  we  can  even  rid 

1  Yogasarasamgraha,  i. 

*  “  Prepare  thyself  as  a  bride  to  receive  her  bridegroom,”  says  Markos 
the  Gnostic  ( Irencsus ,  i.  13.  3). 
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ourselves  of  our  ills.1  The  normal  limits  of  the  human  vision 
are  not  the  limits  of  the  universe.  There  are  other  worlds 
than  that  which  our  senses  reveal  to  us,  other  senses  than 
those  which  we  share  with  the  lower  animals,  other  forces 
than  those  of  material  nature.  If  we  have  faith  in  the  soul, 
then  the  supernatural  is  also  a  part  of  the  natural  Most 
of  us  go  through  life  with  eyes  half  shut  and  with  dull  minds 
and  heavy  hearts,  and  even  the  few  who  have  had  those  rare 
moments  of  vision  and  awakening  fall  back  quickly  into 
somnolence.  It  is  good  to  know  that  the  ancient  thinkers 
required  us  to  realise  the  possibilities  of  the  soul  in  solitude 
and  .silence  and  transform  the  flashing  and  fading  moments 
of  vision  into  a  steady  light  which  could  illumine  the  long 
years  of  life. 
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1  As  M.  Coue  says  in  his  little  work  on  Self-Mastery  :  "Be  sure  you 
will  obtain  what  you  want,  and  you  will  obtain  it  so  long  as  it  is  within 
reason."  Only  when  there  is  doubt  is  there  no  result. 
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I 

Introduction 

The  Purva  MImamsa  is  so  called  because  it  is  earlier  (purva) 
than  the  Uttara  MImamsa,  not  so  much  in  the  chronological 
as  in  the  logical  sense.  Its  central  problem  is  ritual,  even 
as  that  of  the  Uttara  MImamsa  is  knowledge  of  the  truth  of 
things.  The  entire  Veda,  excluding  the  Upanisads,  is  said  to 
deal  with  dharma  or  acts  of  duty,  of  which  the  chief  are 
sacrifices.  The  performance  of  sacred  rites  is  normally  the 
prelude  to  the  pursuit  of  wisdom.  Even  Samkara,  who 
insists  on  the  radical  opposition  between  karma  and  jnana, 
allows  that  good  karma,  in  this  or  in  an  earlier  life,  is  the 
cause  of  the  desire  for  truth. 

The  beginnings  of  the  MImamsa  may  be  traced  to  the 
Veda  itself,  where  it  is  used  to  denote  doubt  and  discussion 
regarding  the  rules  of  ritual  and  doctrine.  The  due  per¬ 
formance  of  the  sacrifices  depended  on  the  correct  interpret¬ 
ation  of  the  Vedic  texts.  Doubtful  cases  led  to  the  elaboration 
of  rules  which  helped  to  a  knowledge  of  the  way  in  which 
the  sacrifice  was  to  be  performed.  The  many  problems 
about  interpretation  were  discussed  and  decided  as  they 
arose,  and  these  decisions  are  found  scattered  in  the  Brah- 
manas.  The  accounts  in  the  Brahmanas  are  so  disjointed, 
obscure  and  incomplete,  that  one  could  not  understand  them 
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without  other  help,  which  was  then  found  in  the  oral  tradition. 
Vedic  text  and  oral  tradition  continued  for  long  to  be  the 
two  authorities  on  the  performance  of  religious  duty.  When 
the  various  Vedic  sakhas  (schools)  began  to  form  themselves, 
great  importance  was  attached  to  the  authority  of  the  sacred 
books  handed  down  by  unbroken  tradition.  After  the  rise 
of  Buddhism,  the  followers  of  the  Vedic  dharma  were  called 
upon  to  review  and  recast  all  the  knowledge  they  possessed, 
prove  its  soundness  and  embody  it  in  the  form  of  the  sutras. 
Jaimini  attempts  the  work  of  systematising  the  rules  of 
MImamsa  and  establishing  their  validity  in  his  work. 

The  avowed  aim  of  the  Purva  MImamsa  is  to  examine  the 
nature  of  dharma.  Its  interest  is  more  practical  than  specu¬ 
lative.  The  philosophical  speculations  found  in  it  are  sub¬ 
ordinate  to  the  ritualistic  purpose.  For  the  sake  of  the 
integrity  of  dharma,  it  is  obliged  to  affirm  the  reality  of  the 
soul  and  regard  it  as  a  permanent  being  possessing  a  body, 
to  whom  the  results  of  acts  accrue.  The  Veda  enjoins  the 
acts  of  duty,  specifying  at  the  same  time  the  beneficial  results 
which  follow  from  their  performance.  The  authority  for  the 
character  of  these  acts  as  dharma  and  for  their  capacity  to 
produce  beneficial  results  is  the  eternal  Veda,  which  needs  no 
other  basis  to  rest  on.  But  such  a  dogmatic  attitude  is  not 
enough  when  other  thinkers  disparage  the  importance  of  the 
Vedic  texts,  of  which  we  cannot  see  the  practical  value.  So 
elaborate  discussions,  theological  and  philosophical,  arise. 
The  MImamsa  welcomes  all  philosophical  views  so  long  as 
they  do  not  injure  its  central  theme,  viz.  the  transcendent 
importance  of  dharma  interpreted  in  the  ritualistic  sense. 
This  looseness  of  philosophic  texture  has  enabled  different 
thinkers  to  interpret  the  philosophical  views  of  the  MImamsa 
in  different  ways,  even  though  they  all  agree  about  the 
supreme  importance  of  dharma.  The  Veda  is  acknowledged 
as  authoritative,  and  its  validity  is  established  against  the 
Buddhists,  who  dispute  it,  and  the  seekers  after  knowledge, 
who  subordinate  karma  to  jnana.  The  MImamsa  is  frankly 
polytheistic,  though  by  implication  atheistic.  It  accepts  a 
realistic  view  of  the  world  as  against  the  Buddhists. 

Its  importance  for  the  Hindu  religion  is  great.  The 
scriptures  which  govern  the  daily  life  of  the  Hindu  require 
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to  be  interpreted  in  accordance  with  the  Mimamsa  rules. 
Modern  Hindu  law  is  considerably  influenced  by  the  Mimamsa 
system. 


II 

Date  and  Literature 

The  Mimamsa  Sutra  of  Jaimini  presupposes  a  long  history  of 
Vedic  interpretation,  since  it  sums  up  the  general  rules  (nyayas)  which 
were  in  use.  It  describes  the  different  sacrifices  and  their  purposes, 
the  theory  of  apurva  as  well  as  some  philosophical  propositions.  It 
has  twelve  chapters,  of  which  the  first  is  of  philosophical  value,  since 
it  discusses  the  sources  of  knowledge  and  the  validity  of  the  Vedas. 
Jaimini  tries  to  justify  every  part  of  the  Vedas.  His  Sarhkarsanakanda, 
otherwise  known  as  Devatak&nda,  belongs  to  the  Purva  Mimamsa,  since 
it  bears  upon  upasana  (worship),  which  is  also  enjoined  in  the  Vedas. 

The  fourth  century  b.c.  is  the  earliest  period  we  can  assign  for 
Jaimini’s  work,  which  is  familiar  with  the  Nyaya  and  the  Yoga 
Sutras.1  Sahara  is  the  author  of  the  chief  commentary  on  the  work 
of  Jaimini.  He  lived  about  the  first  century  b.c.3  Evidently  there 
were  commentators  on  Jaimini's  work  prior  to  Sahara,  such  as  Bhartr- 
mitra,3  Bhavadasa,4  Hari,5  and  Upavarsa,®  but  their  works  are  not 


'  If  we  accept  Kumarila’s  view  that  the  M.S.  criticises  many  of  the 
Buddhist  views  (see  S.V.,  i.  i.  3,  5  and  6),  it  may  belong  to  the  period  imme¬ 
diately  after  the  rise  of  Buddhism.  From  the  absence  of  any  reference  to 
Jaimini’s  work  in  the  M.B.,  nothing  definite  can  be  gathered.  Jaimini’s 
work,  which  mentions  the  name  of  Badarayana  in  five  places  (i.  1.  5  ; 
v.  2.  19  ;  vi.  1.  8  ;  x.  8.  44  ;  xi.  1.  64),  belongs  to  the  same  period  as  the 
B.S.  The  latter  refers  to  Jaimini  as  an  authority  on  the  Vedanta  in  ten 
different  sutras  (i.  2.  28  ;  i.  2.  31  ;  i.  3.  31  ;  i.  4.  18  ;  iii.  2.  40  ;  iii.  4.  2  ; 
iii.  4.  18;  iii.  4.  40;  iv.  3.  12;  iv.  4.  5).  Since  nine  of  them  cannot  be 
traced  to  the  M.S.,  it  is  sometimes  urged  that  the  Jaimini  referred  to  in 
the  B.S.  is  different  from  the  author  of  the  M.S.  Others  hold  that  some 
of  Jaimini’s  works  are  lost.  Jaimini  in  places  assumes  a  knowledge  of  B.S. 
He  adopts  Badarayana’s  view  of  atman  as  non-corporeal,  though  he  does 
not  set  forth  any  arguments  in  defence  of  it.  The  commentators  suggest 
that  he  accepts  Badarayana’s  arguments  (xi.  1.  64,  and  B.S.,  iii.  3.  53  ;  see 
also  M.S.,  ix.  1.,  and  B.S.,  iii.  2.  40)  and  so  does  not  re-state  them. 

2  Jha  :  Prabhakara  School,  pp.  6-7.  Sahara’s  refutations  of  Vijnanavada 
and  Sunyavada  do  not  commit  us  to  a  later  date.  Jacobi  thinks  that  the 
Vrtti  quoted  by  Sabara  belongs  to  the  period  between  200  and  500  a.d., 
to  which  Sahara  may  also  be  assigned.  Keith  holds  that  400  a.d.  is  the 
earliest  date  for  him. 

3  Nydyaratnakara,  10.  See  also  Kasika,  p.  10. 

4  S.V.,i.  63.  5  Sastradlpika,  x.  2.  59-60. 

6  Sahara,  in  his  commentary  on  i.  1.  5,  transcribes  a  long  passage  from 
a  Vrtti  (see  also  Sabara  on  ii.  3.  16  and  iii.  1.  6).  Kumarila  refers  to  the 
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available.  Sahara’s  work  is  the  main  basis  of  all  later  Mimamsa 
writings. 

Kumarila,1  the  vigorous  exponent  of  Brahmanical  orthodoxy  which 
assumes  the  authoritativeness  of  the  Vedas  and  the  supremacy  of  the 
priest,  commented  on  the  Sutra  and  the  Bhasya,  and  his  work  is  in 
three  parts.  The  first  Slokav  arttika  deals  with  the  first  part  of  the 
first  chapter.  The  second  Tantravdrttika  takes  us  to  the  end  of 
Chapter  III,  and  Tuptikd  covers  the  rest.  Kumarila  is  earlier  than 
Samkara,  and  may  be  assigned  to  the  seventh  century  a. d. 3  Mandana 
Mi£ra,  the  author  of  Vidhiviveka  and  Mimamsanukramani,  is  a  follower 
of  Kumarila.  He  is  earlier  than  Vacaspati  (a.d.  850),  who  ex¬ 
pounds  the  views  of  Vidhiviveka  in  his  Nyayakanikd.  Kumarila’s 
work  has  had  several  commentators  :  Sucarita  Mi£ra,  author  of  the 
Kasikd,  a  commentary  on  the  Slokavdrttika ;  Somesvara  Bhatta,  author 
of  Nydyasudhd,  also  known  as  Rdnaka,  a  commentary  on  the  Tantra- 
vdrttika,  and  Parthasarathi  MiSra  (a.d.  1300),  author  of  Nydyaratndkara, 
a  commentary  on  the  Slokavdrttika,  as  well  as  Sdstradipikd,  an  inde¬ 
pendent  manual  of  Mimamsa  system  on  the  lines  of  Kumarila,  and 
Tantraratna.  Venkata  Diksita’s  Vdrttikdbharana  is  a  commentary  on 
Tuptikd.  3 

Prabhakara  4  wrote  his  commentary  Brhati  on  the  Bhasya  of  Sabara, 
which  it  closely  follows.  Kumarila  rejects  now  and  then  Sahara’s 
views.  From  the  fact  that  Prabhakara  does  not  take  notice  of 
Kumarila’s  views,  while  Kumarila  refers  to  views  similar  to  those  set 
forth  in  the  Brhati,  5  it  is  sometimes  urged  that  Prabhakara  preceded 


author  as  Vrttikara.  Dr.  Jha  identifies  him  with  Bhavadasa.  Partha¬ 
sarathi  does  not  mention  his  name  in  this  connection.  See,  however  p.  48. 
Jacobi  thinks  that  Bodhayana  wrote  Vrttis  on  both  the  Mlmamsas,  even  as 
Upavarsa,  his  predecessor,  did  (J.A.O.S.,  1911). 

1  Kumarila,  reputed  to  be  a  great  champion  of  Hinduism,  is  said  to  be 
a  Brahmin  of  Behar  converted  from  Buddhism  to  Hinduism.  See  Eliot : 
Hinduism  and  B  Adhism,  vol.  ii,  pp.  no,  207.  Taranatha  makes  him  a 
native  of  South  India.  According  to  the  tradition,  Kumarila  wanted  to 
commit  himself  to  the  flames  for  two  sins,  which  are  the  destruction  of  his 
Buddhist  guru  and  the  practical  denial  of  God  in  his  anxiety  to  prove  the 
eternal  character  of  the  Vedas  and  the  exclusive  efficiency  of  Vedic  cere¬ 
monialism  to  salvation.  See  Madhava’s  Samkaradigvijaya. 

4  According  to  Mr.  Pandit,  Kumarila  was  the  guru  of  Bhavabhuti 
(a.d.  620-680),  and  so  is  assigned  to  a.d.  590-650.  This  agrees  with  the 
admitted  fact  that  the  fame  of  Kumarila  was  well  established  in  the  later 
days  of  Harsa. 

3  Ramakrsna  Bhatta  (author  of  Yuktisnehaprapuranl),  Somanatha 
(author  of  Mayukhamalikd),  Bhatta  Samkara,  Bhatta  Dinakara,  Kamalakara 
are  followers  of  this  school. 

4  According  to  the  tradition,  Prabhakara  and  Mandana  were  the  pupils 
of  Kumarila,  who  gave  Prabhakara  the  title  of  "  guru  ”  in  recognition  of 
his  brilliant  powers. 

5  i.  2.  31  ;  i.  3.  2  :  v  4.  1. 
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Rumania.  The  style  of  Brhati  is  said  to  indicate  it  earlier  date.1 
^alikanatha’s  Rjuvimala  is  a  commentary  on  Brhati.  His  Prakarana- 
pancika  is  a  popular  manual  of  the  Prabhakara  system.  His  Pari&ista 
is  a  brief  annotation  on  Sahara’s  work.  Bhavanatha’s  Nayaviveka 
deals  at  length  with  Prabhakara's  views.  Salikan&tha,  the  disciple 
of  Prabhakara,  refers  to  Dharmakirti.*  Vacaspati,  in  his  Nyayakapikd, 
distinguishes  between  the  two  schools  of  the  followers  of  Prabhakara J 
The  third  school  of  Mimamsa,  associated  with  the  name  of  Murari,4 
'3  referred  to  in  Hindu  philosophical  literature,  though  the  works 
belonging  to  it  have  not  come  down  to  us.  Madhava’s  Jaiminiya 
Nyayamdlavistara  is  an  exposition  of  the  Mimamsa  system  in  verse 
accompanied  by  a  commentary  in  prose.  Appaya  DIksita  (1552-1624) 
attacks  Kumarila  in  his  Vidhirasayana.  Apadeva  (seventeenth  cen¬ 
tury)  wrote  an  elementary  manual,  the  Mimdmsdnydyaprakdhd,  which 
is  also  called  Apadevi,  and  it  is  a  very  popular  work.  Laugaksi  Bhaskara's 
Arthasamgraha,  which  is  also  popular,  is  based  on  Apadeva’s  work. 
Khandadeva  (seventeenth  century)  wrote  a  work,  Bhattadipika,  which 
is  well  known  for  its  logic.  His  Mimatpsakaustubha  deals  with  the 
Sutra,  J 


III 

Pramanas 

Jaimini  accepts  the  three  pramanas  of  perception,  inference 
and  £abda,  or  testimony.  Prabhakara  admits  upamana  (com- 

1  Jha  :  Prabhakara  School ;  Keith  :  Karma  Mimamsa.  Professor  Kup- 
puswami  §astri  supports  the  traditional  view,  and  argues  at  some  length 
against  the  position  taken  up  by  Jha  and  Keith.  See  his  paper  on  The 
Prabhakara  School  of  Piirva  Mimamsa,  Proceedings  of  the  Second  Oriental 
Conference,  Calcutta.  An  old  South  Indian  tradition  states  that  Umveka 
was  a  pupil  of  Kumarila. 

Umvekah  karikarh  vetti,  campuiii  vetti  prabh&karah 
MamJanas  tubhayam  vetti  nobhayam  vetti  revanah- 

Mr.  Pandit,  in  his  Introduction  to  Gaudavaho  (Bombay  Skt.  Series),  quotes 
the  verse  with  the  words  Tantra  and  Vamana  in  the  places  of  Campu 
and  Mapdana.  See  also  Gunaratna’s  Saddarkanasamuccaya  Vrtti  (1409). 
Umveka  is  identified  with  Bhavabhuti  and  regarded  as  one  of  the  pupils  of 
Kumarila.  See  also  Citsukha's  Advaita  Pradipikd,  p.  265. 

*  See  Prakaranapancika,  i. 

3  Jaratprabhakarah  and  navyaprabhakarah. 

4  Murares  trtlyah  panth§,h. 

5  Raghavananda’s  Mimamsasutradidhiti ,  Rame^vara’s  Subodhini,  a 
commentary  on  M.S.,  and  ViSvesvara’s  (or  Gaga  Bhatta)  B hattacintamavi  are 
works  of  some  value.  Vedanta  Desika’s  Sesvara-Mimamsa  is  an  attempt  to 
combine  the  views  of  the  Mimamsa  and  the  Vedanta.  The  author  is  a  follower 
of  Ramanuja,  who  holds  that  the  two  Mlmamsas  are  parts  of  one  whole. 
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parison)  and  arthapatti  (implication).  Kumarila  adds  anu- 
palabdhi  (non-apprehension).  Aitihya  (rumour)  is  rejected, 
because  there  can  be  no  certainty  about  the  validity  of  the 
resulting  cognition  in  the  absence  of  definite  information 
about  the  source  of  the  rumour,  whether  it  is  trustworthy  or 
not.  Recollection  (smrti)  is  excluded  from  the  scope  of 
pramanas,  since  it  tells  us  only  of  things  previously  perceived. 

Prabhakara  describes  how  we  infer  the  existence  of  the  manas 
and  the  senses.  Our  cognitions  are  ephemeral  in  character,  and  have 
both  material  (samavayikarana)  and  immaterial  causes  (asama- 
vayikarana) . 1  The  material  cause  of  cognitions  is  the  self,  and  its 
immaterial  cause  cannot  subsist  in  the  cause  of  the  self,  since  the  self 
is  uncaused.  It  must  therefore  subsist  in  the  self  itself.  What  inheres 
in  a  substance  is  a  quality,  and  so  the  immaterial  cause  of  cognition 
is  a  quality.  If  temporary  qualities  arise  in  an  eternal  substance,  it 
must  be  due  to  contact  with  other  substances.  Since  there  is  no 
evidence  that  the  other  substances  inhere  in  still  others,  they  are  to 
be  regarded  as  eternal.  Perception,  which  is  a  positive  kind  of  cog¬ 
nition,  is  a  specific  quality  of  the  self.  For  such  a  quality  to  belong 
to  eternal  substances,  the  immaterial  cause  must  be  in  the  form  of 
contact  with  some  other  substances.  Such  substances  are  either  all- 
pervading,  as  space  and  time,  or  atomic.  Contact  with  all-pervading 
substances  cannot  account  for  the  varied  nature  of  our  cognitions. 
So  the  immaterial  cause  of  cognition  is  contact  with  atomic  substances, 
which  is  brought  about  by  the  action  of  motion  of  the  atoms  them¬ 
selves.  The  atomic  substance  which  resides  in  the  body  ensouled  by 
the  cognising  self  is  manas,  and  none  other  could  contain  the  sub¬ 
stratum  of  the  immaterial  cause  of  the  cognition  of  which  the  self  is 
the  material  cause.  The  action  of  the  atomic  substance  in  the  body 
which  helps  to  bring  about  the  contact  is  due  to  its  contact  with  the 
self,  which,  in  every  act  of  cognition,  puts  forth  an  effort  towards  it. 
But,  while  manas  can  bring  about  such  effects  as  pleasure,  pain,  it 
cannot  give  rise  to  qualities  like  colour,  smell,  etc.  For  the  appre¬ 
hension  of  these,  it  stands  in  need  of  other  organs.3  Through  the 
contact  of  the  external  objects  with  the  sense-organs  mediated  by  the 
manas,  the  soul  gets  to  know  the  outer  world.  The  relation  between 
the  soul  and  the  manas  is  brought  about  by  merit  and  demerit,  but 
the  soul  is  not  regarded  as  simply  passive  in  its  attitude  to  manas. 
Manas  is  included  among  the  senses,  since  it  perceives  mental  states 
like  pleasure,  pain,  desire  and  aversion. 3  It  is  argued  that  we  would 
have  a  simultaneous  cognition  of  all  things  at  once,  if  we  were  not 
dependent  on  manas  and  the  sense-organs. 

*  Cp,  Prakaranapancikd  :  “  Cognition  of  objects  is  temporary.  Atman 
is  the  constituent  cause,  and  contact  of  atman  with  manas  is  the  auxiliary 
cause  ”  (pp.  52  ff.). 

»  Sastradlpikd,  p.  100.  *  Ibid.,  p.  98. 

vol.  n 
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The  soul  brings  about  cognitions  when  it  is  in  contact 
with  manas.  This  contact  is  due  to  the  action  of  the  manas 
determined  by  the  effort  of  the  soul  or  the  unseen  destiny 
set  in  action  by  the  previous  karma  of  the  soul.  The  soul 
is  the  experiencer  or  the  enjoyer,  the  body  is  the  abode  of 
experiences,  the  senses  are  the  instruments  of  experience. 
The  objects  of  experience  are  of  two  kinds  :  internal,  like 
pleasure  and  pain,  and  external,  like  jars  and  the  like. 
Prabhakara  says  that  our  samvit,  or  consciousness,  connects 
itself  at  one  time  with  one  object  and  not  two. 


IV 

Perception 

Perception  (pratyaksa)  is  direct  apprehension  (saksat 
pratitih).1  It  proceeds  directly  from  sense-contact.  In  per¬ 
ception  we  have  the  contact  of  the  object  and  the  sense- 
organ,  of  the  distinctive  qualities  of  the  object  with  the 
sense-organ,  manas  and  the  sense-organ,  and  the  self  and  manas. 
Kumarila  explains  contact  of  the  sense  with  the  object  as 
mere  relevancy  or  the  capacity  to  reveal  the  object,  which 
we  infer  from  its  effect. 3  Perception  relates  to  objects  that 
exist,  i.e.  are  perceptible  by  the  senses.  It  cannot  apprehend 
supersensuous  objects.  According  to  Prabhakara,  objects 
apprehended  may  be  substances,  classes  or  qualities. 

The  Mlmaiiisaka3  accepts  generally  the  Nyaya  theory  of  the  senses 
except  in  regard  to  the  auditory  sense.  Spatial  proximity  and  remote¬ 
ness  are  perceived  directly,  not  only  through  vision  and  touch,  but 
also  through  hearing.  Space  is  distinguished  into  de§a,  or  locus,  and 
dik,  or  direction,  and  both  these  are  directly  perceived  as  qualifying 
adjuncts  (vi£esanas)  of  sounds.  The  auditory  organ  is  prapyakari, 
i.e.  comes  into  contact  with  the  object,  sound.  The  ear  does  not  go 
out  to  the  object,  viz.  sound  at  a  distance,  but  the  sound  is  propagated 
to  the  ear-drum  through  the  air  waves.  This  view  accounts  for  the 
fact  that  persons  near  at  hand  apprehend  sounds,  while  those  at  a 
distance  do  not.  It  also  explains  the  different  degrees  of  the  intensity 
of  sounds.  4  If  the  ear  could  apprehend  sounds,  without  coming  into 
direct  contact  with  them,  as  the  Buddhists  imagine,  then  all  sounds, 


1  Prakaranapancika:  Pratyaksa.  »  S.V.,  Pratyahsasutra,  42-43. 

3  Sastradipika,  pp.  400  ff.,  Slokavarttika,  760  ff.  4  Tivramandadivyavastha. 
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far  and  near,  would  be  simultaneously  perceived  through  the  ear, 
which  is  not  the  case.  The  ear  contains  a  layer  of  air  on  which  the 
current  of  air  issuing  from  the  speaker  impinges,  producing  the  con¬ 
dition  under  wdiich  sound  is  heard.  The  ear  does  not  come  into 
contact  with  the  locus  of  the  sound,  but  only  with  the  sound  which 
has  its  locus  in  the  ear-drum.  But  sounds  are  always  perceived  as 
having  their  loci  in  different  points  of  space,  and  not  in  the  ear-drum. 
They  reach  the  ear,  not  as  mere  sounds,  but  as  coloured  by  the  different 
directions  from  which  they  spring.  So,  sounds  as  well  as  their  direc¬ 
tions  are  directly  perceived.  Even  distance  is  perceived  through  the 
ear,  since  sounds  coming  from  a  proximate  point  are  more  intense 
(tivra)  than  those  coming  from  a  distance.  So  the  perception  of  the 
feeble  or  intense  character  of  sounds  helps  us  to  know  the  distance 
from  which  they  issue. 

Both  Prabhakara  and  Rumania  adopt  the  distinction  of 
determinate  and  indeterminate  perceptions,  and  accept  them 
as  valid.  According  to  Kumarila,  indeterminate  perception 
apprehends  the  individual,  which  is  the  substrate  of  its  generic 
and  specific  characters,  though  there  is  no  apprehension  of 
the  object  as  having  specific  or  generic  features.1  Indeter¬ 
minate  perception  is  said  to  be  due  to  the  object  itself.2  In 
determinate  perception  the  generic  and  the  specific  qualities 
are  distinctly  noticed.  3  Parthasarathi  argues  further  in 
support  of  this  view.  On  the  contact  of  an  object  with  the 
sense-organs,  we  have  the  apprehension  of  an  object  devoid 
of  all  relations.  We  do  not  as  yet  discriminate  between  the 
qualified  and  the  qualifications  and  the  generic  and  the 
specific  features.  If  there  were  not  indeterminate  perception, 
there  would  not  be  determinate  perceptions  for  determinate 
perception  is  the  apprehension  of  the  relation  between  the 
qualified  object  and  its  qualities.  The  apprehension  of  such 
a  relation  depends  on  the  previous  apprehension  of  the  terms 
of  the  relation.  Unless  these  are  implicitly  known  in  inde¬ 
terminate  perception,  they  cannot  be  explicitly  known  in 
determinate  perception.  In  the  determinate  perception  of 
an  object  we  remember  the  class  to  which  it  belongs  and  the 
name  which  it  bears,  and  refer  them  to  the  object  perceived. 
If  the  class  and  the  name  are  not  perceived  at  all,  they  cannot 

1  S.V.,  Pratyaksasutra,  v.  113. 

2  £uddhavastuja,  or  undiscriminated  object,  112. 

3  S.V.,  Pratyaksasutra,  v.  120. 

4  Sastradipika,  pp.  109-110.  For  a  criticism  of  this  view,  see  Jayanta’s 
Nyayamanjari,  p.  98. 
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be  remembered.  So,  the  existence  of  indeterminate  perception, 
where  the  genus,  the  name  and  the  qualifying  properties  are 
implicitly  apprehended,  must  be  admitted. 

Kumarila  holds  that  the  cognition  of  objects  is  independent 
of  verbal  expressions.1  The  class  “  cow  ”  is  not  cognised 
always  in  the  form  of  the  word  “  cow/’  though  we  use  the 
word  in  describing  the  object  cognised.2  While  Kumarila 
thinks  that  indeterminate  perception  is  non-determined  per¬ 
ception,  mere  observation  (alocana)  comparable  to  the  appre¬ 
hension  of  the  new-born  infant,  where  only  the  individual  is 
presented  to  us,  but  not  the  generic  or  the  specific  features, 
Prabhakara  believes  that  indeterminate  perception  apprehends 
both  the  class  characters  and  the  specific  features  ;  but,  since 
other  objects  have  not  as  yet  entered  into  the  apprehension, 
the  object  is  not  apprehended  as  actually  belonging  to  a 
definite  class.  An  object  is  apprehended  as  an  individual 
only  in  comparison  with  other  objects  from  which  it  is  marked 
off ;  it  is  apprehended  as  belonging  to  a  class  when  it  is  found 
to  possess  certain  features  in  common  with  the  other  members 
of  the  class.  Even  though  what  is  apprehended  is  actually 
an  individual  belonging  to  a  class,  its  real  nature  cannot  be 
cognised  until  it  is  compared  with  other  objects  of  the  same 
class. 3  While  class  characters  and  specific  features  are  present 
in  indeterminate  perception,  they  are  not  recognised  as  such 
in  it.  In  determinate  perception  the  self  remembers  other 
objects  of  the  same  class  and  notes  their  resemblances  and 
differences.  Prabhakara  believes  that  determinate  perception 
is  of  a  mixed  character,  and  includes  in  it  the  element  of 
remembrance,  since  the  other  members  of  the  class  present 
themselves  to  the  self  by  virtue  of  the  impressions  which  it 
has  had  of  them.  But  the  element  of  remembrance  does  not 
pertain  to  the  object  perceived,  but  to  the  others  with  which 
it  is  compared,  and  so  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  the 
cognition  of  the  object  itself. 

Both  Prabhakara  and  Kumarila  accept  the  reality  of  universals 
and  regard  them  as  objects  of  perception.  The  Buddhist,  on  the 
other  hand,  holds  that  specific  individuality  alone  is  real  and  univer- 

1  S.V.,  Pratyaksasutra,  176  t  2  Ibid.,  180,  182. 

3  Vastvantaranusamdhanasunyataya  samanyavise?arupa  ta  na  pratlyate. 
See  Prakarariapancikd,  pp.  54-55. 
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sality  is  a  product  of  imagination.1 * 3 4 5  The  Buddhist  view  is  criticised 
by  Kumarila  and  Parthasarathi.  The  universal  is  an  object  of  per¬ 
ception,  since  whenever  we  perceive  an  object,  we  perceive  it  as 
belonging  to  a  particular  class.  The  act  of  perception  involves  both 
assimilation  and  discrimination.  Perception  is  inclusive  (anuvrtta) 
as  well  as  exclusive  (vyavrtta).  Inclusion  depends  on  the  reality  of 
the  universal.  The  act  of  inference  is  also  based  on  it.  Nor  can  the 
Buddhist  contend  that  the  universal  is  not  real,  since  it  is  not  perceived 
as  different  from  the  individual.  For  the  argument  that  what  is,  must 
be  either  different  or  non-different,*  assumes  the  universal  being 
(vastutva).  Nor  is  it  correct  to  ask  whether  generality  is  present  in 
its  entirety  in  each  individual  or  collectively  in  all,  since  such  a  dis¬ 
tinction  is  relevant  to  individuals,  and  not  to  generality,  which  is 
partless.  The  Jaina  view  of  the  universal  is  also  rejected. 3  If  univer¬ 
sality  is  one  with  similarity,  we  must  say  “  this  is  like  a  cow,”  and 
not  "  this  is  a  cow.”  Besides,  similarity  is  not  possible  apart  from 
universality.  Things  are  similar,  if  they  possess  properties  in  common. 
The  universal,  according  to  Kumarila,  is  not  different  from  the  indi¬ 
vidual.*  The  relation  between  the  two  is  one  of  identity  in  difference. 
Whether  we  cognise  the  universal  or  the  individual  depends  on  our 
interest.  The  universal,  called  also  akrti  (form)  does  not  mean  shape, 
but  identity  of  character,  for,  akrti  is  said  to  belong  to  immaterial 
objects  like  the  self.  The  shape  of  objects  is  destructible,  but  not  so 
the  class  nature. 5  ”  The  class  itself  is  called  akrti,  which  signifies 

that  by  which  the  individual  is  characterised.  It  is  that  which  is 
common  to  all  the  individual  objects  and  the  means  of  a  collective 
idea  of  all  these  as  forming  one  composite  whole.”  6  Parthasarathi 
argues  that  the  universal  is  not  absolutely  different  from  the  individual. 
Were  it  so,  we  would  not  be  able  to  perceive  the  universal  in  the  indi¬ 
vidual.  In  the  perception  "  this  is  a  cow,”  we  have  a  cognition  of 
this  (iyambuddhi)  as  well  as  that  of  the  cow  (gobuddhi).  The  former 
has  an  individual  for  its  object  and  the  latter  the  universal.  The 
cognitions  of  “  this  ”  and  ”  cow  ”  are  different,  and  yet  they  inhere  in 


1  Vikalpakaramatram  samanyam.  Sastradipikd,  p.  381. 

1  Yad  vastu  tad  bhinnam  abhinnam  va  bhavati,  p.  382. 

3  Na  ca  sadrsyam  eva  samanyam,  p.  394. 

4  S.V.,  Pratyaksasiitra,  141.  Commenting  on  it,  the  Nyayaratnakara 
says  :  *'  Class,  etc.,  are  not  altogether  different  from  the  individual.  It  is 
a  fact  of  common  experience  that  the  individual  cow  is  recognised  as  such 
only  when  it  is  found  to  be  identical  with  the  class  ‘  cow.’  This  could  not  be 
if  the  individual  were  totally  different  from  the  class.  Such  recognition 
of  the  identity  of  the  individual  with  the  class  is  the  only  means  of  knowing 
the  class  ;  hence  there  must  be  an  identity  between  the  individual  and  the 
Class.”  See  also  Akrtivdda,  8,  10,  18,  25. 

5  Tantravarttika,  i.  3.  30. 

6  Jatim  evakrtim  prahur  vyaktir  akriyate  yaya 
Samanyam  tac  ca  pii^danam  ekabuddhinibandhanam. 

(S.V.,  Akrtivdda.  v  3. 
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the  same  object.  This  twofold  character  of  perception  points  to  the 
nature  of  the  object  as  both  universal  and  individual.  The  two  are 
not  naturally  inconsistent,  since  both  identity  and  difference  are 
perceived  in  a  single  act  of  perception.  The  identity  and  the  differ¬ 
ence  do  not  contradict  each  other,  as  the  cognitions  “  this  is  silver 
and  “  this  is  not  silver  ”  do.  The  identity  and  the  difference  relate 
to  different  aspects  of  the  object.1 

The  followers  of  Prabhakara  do  not  agree  with  this  view.  One 
and  the  same  act  of  cognition  cannot  apprehend  both  the  difference 
and  the  identity  between  the  universal  and  the  individual.  When 
we  perceive  the  difference  between  the  universal  and  the  individual,  we 
must  perceive  the  universal  and  the  individual  as  distinct ;  when 
we  perceive  the  identity  between  them,  we  should  perceive  only  one 
of  them,  the  universal  or  the  individual.  In  this  case  a  single  object, 
the  universal  or  the  individual,  would  give  rise  to  two  cognitions  of 
both  the  universal  and  the  individual  and  their  identity.  But  it  is 
not  possible  for  the  universal  to  produce  a  cognition  of  its  identity 
with  the  individual  any  more  than  for  the  individual  to  produce  a 
cognition  of  its  identity  with  the  universal.  It  cannot  therefore  be 
said  that  both  difference  and  identity  are  apprehended  by  one  and 
the  same  act  of  cognition.  Parthasarathi  contends  that  this  argument 
is  invalid.  The  cognition  of  two  objects  does  not  necessarily  involve 
the  cognition  of  their  difference.  When  an  individual  member  of  a 
class  is  perceived  for  the  first  time,  both  the  individual  and  the  universal 
are  perceived,  but  not  the  difference  between  them.  When  another 
individual  belonging  to  the  same  class  is  perceived,  it  is  assimilated  to 
the  first  individual  as  belonging  to  the  same  class  and  differentiated 
from  it  as  being  a  different  individual.  The  cognition  of  two  objects 
does  not  therefore  involve  the  cognition  of  their  difference.  The 
cognition  of  a  single  object  does  not  necessarily  involve  the  cognition 
of  its  identity,  as  when  one  perceives  an  object  at  a  distance  and  feels 
a  doubt  whether  it  is  a  post  or  a  man.2 3 

The  followers  of  Prabhakara  plead  that  the  universal  and  the 
individual  cannot  be  identical,  since  the  universal  is  eternal  and 
common  to  many  individuals,  while  the  individual  is  non-eternal  and 
specific.  Were  the  universal  identical  with  the  individual,  then  the 
universal  would  be  non-eternal  and  different  in  different  individuals, 
and  the  individuals  would  be  eternal  and  common  to  many.  Partha¬ 
sarathi  argues,  in  reply,  that  a  complex  or  multiform  object  may  be 
eternal  in  some  respects  and  non-eternal  in  others,  identical  with 
others  in  some  features  and  different  from  them  in  others. 3 

Regarding  the  question  of  whole  (avayavi)  and  part  (avayava), 
Prabhakara  believes  that  the  whole  is  an  object  of  perception.  Objects 


1  Sastradipika,  p.  284. 

1  Na  vastudvayapratltir  eva  bhedapratitifi ;  napy  ekavastup  ratitii 
evabhedapratltib  ( Sastradipikd ,  p.  287). 

3  Sdstradipika*  p.  288. 
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as  wholes  exist.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  perceive  all  the  parts 
before  the  whole  is  perceived.  If  we  take  any  physical  object,  atoms 
are  the  material  cause  of  it,  and  their  conjunction  is  the  immaterial 
cause  which  gives  the  whole  its  uniqueness.  Rumania  believes  that 
the  whole  and  the  parts  are  identical,  and  it  depends  on  our  standpoint 
whether  we  regard  an  object  as  a  whole  or  a  number  of  parts.1 

Kumarila  agrees  with  the  Naiyayika  in  regarding  recog¬ 
nition  as  a  presentative  cognition,  since  it  is  present  where 
there  is  sense-activity  and  absent  where  it  is  not.  Simply 
because  recognition  is  preceded  by  an  act  of  recollection,  we 
cannot  treat  it  as  non-perceptual.  Wherever  we  have  the 
contact  of  a  sense-organ  with  a  present  object  we  have  a  case 
of  perception.2 

The  MImamsakas  do  not  support  the  theory  of  Yogic 
intuition,  by  which  the  Yogis  are  said  to  apprehend  objects 
which  are  past  and  future,  imperceptible  and  distant.  This 
intuition  is  either  sensuous  or  non-sensuous.  If  the  former, 
then,  since  the  senses  cannot  come  into  contact  with  past, 
future  and  distant  objects,  there  can  be  no  cognition  of  them. 
Even  the  internal  sense  of  manas  can  produce  only  cognitions 
of  the  mental  states  of  pleasure  and  pain.  It  is  meaningless 
to  argue  that  the  senses  can  comprehend  objects  without 
coming  into  contact  with  them  when  they  attain  a  high  degree 
of  development,  for  no  amount  of  development  can  change 
the  nature  of  the  sense-organs.  If  the  Yogic  intuition  appre¬ 
hends  things  perceived  in  the  past,  then  it  is  a  case  of  memory. 
If  it  apprehends  objects  that  have  not  been  previously 
apprehended,  then  its  validity  is  doubtful.  A  knowledge  of 
past,  distant  and  future  objects  can  be  got  only  through  the 
Vedas.  3 

Mental  perception  by  which  we  become  cognisant  of 
pleasure,  pain,  and  the  like,  is  admitted  by  the  MImamsa. 
A  cognition,  however,  cannot  be  the  object  of  introspection. 
Mental  perception  is  restricted  to  non-cognitive  activities. 
Even  in  dreams,  what  the  cognition  renders  cognisable  is 
some  object  of  the  external  world. 4  Though  the  object  is 
not  actually  present  at  the  time  of  dreaming,  still  it  is  some- 

1  S.V.,  Vanavada.  2  S.V.,  Pratyaksasutra,  234-237. 

3  Sastradipika,  p.  52.  See  Yamunacarya’s  Siddhitraya,  p.  71. 

4  S.V.,  Niralambanavada,  107-8;  Sastradlpiha,  pp.  162-3  and  165. 
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thing  previously  perceived  and  now  revived  through  the 
impressions.  The  cognition  that  we  have  in  dreams  is  of  the 
nature  of  remembrance  brought  about  by  the  arousing  of 
certain  impressions.  Only  that  part  of  the  past  experience 
is  revived  in  dreams  which  would  cause  happiness  or  unhap¬ 
piness  to  the  agent  and  for  which  he  is  ripe  at  that  moment. 
Dreams  are  possible  only  in  that  form  of  sleep  where  the  self 
is  in  contact  with  the  manas,  though  the  latter  may  not  be 
in  contact  with  the  sense-organs.  In  deep  dreamless  sleep 
the  contact  of  the  self  with  the  manas  ceases.  While  this  is 
Prabhakara’s  view,  Kumarila  is  of  opinion  that  in  deep  sleep 
the  self  regains  its  form  of  pure  consciousness  where  no 
dreams  are  possible.1 


V 

Inference 

According  to  Sahara,  when  a  certain  fixed  relation  has 
been  known  to  subsist  between  two  things,  so  that  if  we 
perceive  any  one  of  these  things  we  have  an  idea  of  the  other 
thing,  this  latter  cognition  is  called  inferential.2  Sahara 
divides  inference  into  two  kinds  :  pratyaksatodrsta,  where 
the  invariable  relation  holds  between  objects  which  are  per¬ 
ceptible,  as  smoke  and  fire,  and  samanyatodrsta,  where  the 
relation  is  not  apprehended  by  the  senses,  but  known  only  in 
the  abstract,  as  in  the  case  of  the  sun’s  motion  and  its  changing 
position  in  the  sky. 3  According  to  Prabhakara,  the  relation 
must  be  unfailing,  true  and  permanent,  such  as  that  which 
subsists  between  the  cause  and  its  effect,  whole  and  part, 
substance  and  quality,  class  and  individuals.  The  general 
principle  is  not  derived  from  perception,  since  the  latter 
operates  only  with  regard  to  things  in  the  present  and  in 
contact  with  sense-organs.  It  is  not  due  to  inference  or 
implication,  since  these  assume  it.  The  general  principle  is 

1  Jha  :  Prabhakara  School,  ii. 

*  JnatasambandhasyaikadeSadarsanad  ekadeSantare  'sannikrste  'rthe 
buddhih.  See  also  Prakaranapancika,  p.  64. 

3  The  samanyatodrsta  of  Sahara  is  identical  with  Vatsyayana’s  first 
explanation  of  it,  while  Vatsyayana’s  purvavat  and  §e§avat  answer  to 
Sahara's  pratyaksatodrsta. 
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established  on  the  basis  of  experience.  We  observe  cases 
where  fire  and  smoke  are  present  together  as  well  as  cases 
where  they  are  not  so  present,  and  then  infer  a  general  principle 
which  covers  all  the  cases.  When  a  permanent  relation  of 
coexistence,  identity  or  causal  nexus  is  fixed  up  in  the  mind, 
one  term  of  it  reminds  us  of  the  other. 

Inferential  argument,  according  to  Prabhakara  and  Kumarila, 
has  only  three  members  :  pratijna,  or  statement  of  the  case ; 
the  major  premise,  which  gives  the  general  rule  with  the 
corroborative  instance  ;  and  the  minor  premise.  These  three 
members  may  be  stated  in  any  order.  The  MImamsakas 
admit  the  distinction  between  inference  for  oneself  and 
inference  for  others.  The  object  of  inferential  cognition  is 
of  two  kinds  :  drstasvalaksana,  or  that  which  has  its  specific 
character  perceived,  as  the  inference  of  fire  from  smoke ;  and 
adrstasvalaksana,  or  that  which  has  its  specific  character 
unperceived,  as  the  inference  of  the  burning  capacity  of  fire. 
Prabhakara  holds  that  inference  involves  a  previous  knowledge 
of  the  general  relation  and  refers  to  things  already  known. 
Kumarila  makes  novelty  an  essential  feature  of  inference. 
Though  it  is  true  that  the  smoke  is  seen  and  the  perception 
of  smoke  carries  with  it  the  generic  idea  of  fire  as  related  to 
the  smoke,  the  object  of  the  inferential  cognition  is  something 
that  is  not  already  known,  i.e.  the  subject  as  qualified  by  the 
predicate,  the  hill  as  possessing  fire  in  the  usual  example.1 


VI 

Vedic  Testimony 

The  aim  of  the  MImamsa  is  to  ascertain  the  nature  of 
dharma.  Dharma  is  not  a  physical  existent,  and  so  it  cannot 
be  apprehended  through  the  senses.  The  other  pram  anas  are 
of  no  use,  since  they  all  presuppose  the  work  of  perception. 
Perception,  inference  and  such  other  sources  of  knowledge 
have  nothing  to  say  on  the  point  that  the  performer  of  the 
Agnistoma  sacrifice  will  go  to  heaven.  This  knowledge  is 

1  S.V.,  Anumanapariccheda,  50.  Prabhakara  accepts  the  four  fallacies 
of  asadhcirana,  badhita,  sadharana  and  asiddha,  while  Kumarila’s  analysis, 
which  accepts  anaikantika  and  asiddha,  resembles  closely  the  Nyaya  scheme. 


vol.  n 
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derived  only  from  the  Vedas.  Though  the  pramana  of  the 
Veda  is  the  only  source  of  our  knowledge  of  dharma,  the 
others  are  considered,  since  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  they 
cannot  give  rise  to  a  knowledge  of  dharma.  They  are  also 
found  useful  in  repudiating  wrong  views. 

The  kernel  of  the  Veda  consist  of  those  declarations  in 
injunctive  form  which  prompt  men  towards  certain  modes  of 
action  by  declaring  that  such  action  leads  to  beneficial  results. 
Accepting  that  ritual  is  all  in  all  in  the  Vedas,  Jaimini  holds 
that  parts  apparently  unconnected  with  it  are  useless,1  and 
so  they  have  to  be  interpreted  as  bearing  on  ritual  injunctions. 
Other  texts  are  authoritative  only  in  so  far  as  they  help  the 
individual  to  action.2  The  Mimarhsakas  attempt  to  prove 
that  every  part  of  the  sacred  text  refers  to  acts  of  duty.  The 
broad  division  of  the  Veda  is  into  the  Mantras  and  the 
Brahmanas.  The  contents  of  the  Veda  are  also  classified 
into  (i)  injunctions  (vidhi),  (2)  hymns  (mantras),  (3)  names 
(namadheya),  (4)  prohibitions  (nisedha),  and  (5)  explanatory 
passages  (arthavada).3 

Verbal  cognition  is  defined  as  the  cognition  of  something 
not  present  to  the  senses,  produced  by  the  knowledge  of 
words.  These  words  may  be  uttered  by  men  or  may  belong 
to  the  Vedas. 4  The  former  are  valid  if  we  are  certain  that 
their  authors  are  not  untrustworthy.  The  latter  are  valid  in 
themselves.  That  cognition  is  invalid  which  is  contradicted 

1  This  view  is  hardly  just  to  those  portions  of  the  Veda  which  deal  with 
the  ultimate  problems  of  the  universe. 

1  i.  2.  1.  The  Vedanta  admits  the  authority  of  non-injunctive  Vedic 
texts  also. 

3  Injunctions  which  impel  one  to  action  in  expectation  of  certain  results, 
such  as  “  One  who  is  desirous  of  heaven  is  to  sacrifice  ”  (svargakamo  yajeta), 
are  the  most  important.  There  are  subsidiary  injunctions  which  describe 
the  details  of  the  sacrifice,  the  order  in  which  the  several  parts  of  it  are  to 
be  carried  out,  as  well  as  the  persons  who  are  entitled  to  perform  them. 
The  mantras  are  largely  useful  in  reminding  the  sacrificer  of  the  different 
matters  connected  with  the  sacrifice,  such  as  the  deities  to  whom  oblations 
are  to  be  made.  Some  of  the  mantras  are  said  to  possess  a  mystical  or 
supersensuous  effect  and  to  contribute  directly  to  the  transcendental  result, 
apurva.  Names  indicate  the  results  to  be  obtained  by  the  sacrifices. 
Nisedhas  are  only  vidhis  in  disguise.  Arthavadas  comprise  the  sentences 
which  contain  either  praise  of  the  things  enjoined  (prasamsa),  or  a  censure 
of  things  prohibited  (ninda),  as  well  as  description  of  the  doings  of  others 
(parakrti)  and  instances  from  history  (purakalpa)  ( Arthasamgraha ). 

4  Apauru§eyam  vakyam  vedak  (. Arthasamgraha ,  p.  3). 
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by  a  subsequent  one.  But  the  cognitions  brought  about  by 
Vedic  injunctions  cannot  be  set  aside  at  any  time  or  place 
or  under  any  conditions.1  It  is  a  self-contradiction  to  assert 
that  the  injunction  expresses  something  which  is  not  true. 
The  Vedas  manifest  their  own  validity.  Words  used  by  us 
denote  things  that  can  be  cognised  by  other  means  of  know¬ 
ledge  ;  and,  if  we  cannot  know  them  through  other  means, 
then  those  who  utter  them  must  be  of  unquestionable 
authority.  So  non- Vedic  utterances  do  not  possess  any 
inherent  validity.2  Prabhakara  holds  that  non- Vedic  verbal 
cognition  is  of  the  nature  of  inference.  Only  the  verbal 
cognition  afforded  by  the  Veda  is  strictly  verbal, 3  but  it  is 
not  in  consistency  with  the  other  theory  of  the  self-validity 
of  all  cognitions.  Since  there  is  no  author  of  Vedic  texts, 
there  is  no  possibility  of  defects,  and  so  the  non-authoritative- 
ness  of  the  Vedas  is  inconceivable. 4  As  the  utterances  of 
human  beings  are  valid,  if  their  authors  are  trustworthy, 
Kumarila  considers  them  also  to  be  sabdapramana. 

The  Vedas  are  eternal,  since  the  words  of  which  they  are 
composed  are  eternal.  The  relationship  between  the  word 
and  its  meaning  is  natural  and  not  created  by  convention. 
That  there  is  such  a  relationship  between  the  word  and  its 
meaning  is  directly  cognisable.  If  one  does  not  recognise  it, 
when  one  hears  the  word  for  the  first  time,  it  only  means  that 
the  accessories  are  absent,  but  that  does  not  make  the  rela¬ 
tionship  non-existent.  If  the  eye  cannot  see  without  light, 
it  does  not  mean  that  the  eye  is  incapable  of  seeing  altogether. 
The  accessory  is  the  knowledge  that  such-and-such  a  word 
denotes  such-and-such  an  object,  which  is  gained  from  expe¬ 
rience.  The  expressiveness  of  the  word  belongs  to  it  by  its 
very  nature.  This  is  absolutely  true  of  common  names  like 
jar  and  the  like,  where  the  relation  of  the  words  to  their 
meanings  is  independent  of  any  convention. 5  Words  and 
objects  denoted  by  them  are  both  eternal,  and  men  have 

i  Sahara  on  i.  i.  2.  2  Sastradipika,  p.  53. 

3  Prakarariapancikd,  pp.  88  £f.  Cp.  Kusumanj ali ,  iii.  16. 

4  S.V.,  ii.  See  also  ii.  62-69. 

5  In  the  case  of  proper  names,  where  names  are  applied  to  thing? 
and  persons  after  they  come  into  existence,  Prabhakara  admits  that 
the  relationship  between  the  word  and  the  meaning  is  due  to  con¬ 
vention. 
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from  time  immemorial  applied  the  same  names  to  the  same 
objects. 

According  to  Prabhakara,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  mere  dhvani 
or  indistinct  sound.  All  sounds  are  heard  in  the  shape  of  some  letter 
or  other.  The  word  is  not  different  from  the  letters  composing  it. 
Letters  are  perceived  by  the  ear,  and  the  order  in  which  they  are  per¬ 
ceived  determines  what  words  are  cognised.  There  are  as  many 
perceptions  as  there  are  letters  in  the  word,  and,  on  account  of  the 
close  proximity  of  the  perceptions,  we  imagine  that  the  perception 
of  the  word  is  one  only.  The  perception  of  each  letter  vanishes  as 
soon  as  it  appears,  and  each  leaves  behind  an  impression.  Impressions 
left  by  the  different  letters  combine  with  that  of  the  last  and  bring 
about  the  idea  of  the  whole  word  which  has  the  power  to  denote  the 
meaning.1  Since  the  potency  of  the  word  originates  from  the  separate 
potencies  of  the  letters,  the  latter  are  said  to  be  the  direct  cause  of 
verbal  cognition.  The  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  is  not 
obtained  through  sense-perception.  The  senses  present  the  letters 
which  possess  the  power  to  bring  about  the  apprehension  of  the  thing 
denoted  by  the  word  composed  of  the  letters.  So  Prabhakara  holds 
that  the  letters  are  the  means  of  verbal  cognition.  Words  have 
naturally  denotative  powers  by  which  they  refer  to  objects  whether 
we  understand  their  meanings  or  not.3 

Kumarila  as  well  as  Prabhakara  argues  that  significance  belongs 
to  the  letters  themselves  and  not  to  any  special  sphota,  and 
therefore  denies  the  theory  according  to  which,  apart  from  the 
momentary  sounds  of  letters  composing  a  word,  there  is  a  com¬ 
plete  word-form  manifestested  (spota)  but  not  produced  by  the 
passing  sounds. 

Several  objections  against  the  eternal  character  of  words  in  general 
and  the  Veda  in  particular  are  considered,  (i)  It  is  a  fact  of  common 
experience  that  all  verbal  utterance  is  brought  about  by  human  effort, 
and  so  it  has  a  beginning,  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  eternal.  Jaimini 
replies  that  the  utterance  helps  to  make  the  already  existing  word 
perceptible,  but  it  does  not  create  it  for  the  first  time.  (2)  It  is  said 
that  the  word  exists  for  a  brief  time,  since  it  is  destroyed  as  soon  as 
it  is  uttered.  The  word,  says  Jaimini,  is  not  destroyed,  but  simply 


1  Cp.  Sastradipika,  pp.  266  ff. 

3  According  to  Prabhakara,  who  accepts  the  theory  of  Anvitabhidhana- 
vada,  the  meanings  of  words  can  be  known  only  when  they  occur  in  a 
sentence  enjoining  some  duty,  and  so  words  denote  objects  only  as  related 
to  the  other  factors  of  such  a  sentence.  If  they  are  not  related  to  an 
injunction,  but  simply  remind  us  of  meanings,  it  is  a  case  of  remembrance, 
which  is  not  valid  cognition.  According  to  the  abhihitanvayavada  accepted 
by  Kumarila’s  followers,  the  knowledge  of  meanings  is  due  to  words  ;  but 
this  knowledge  is  not  due  to  recollection  or  apprehension,  but  to  denotation. 
Words  denote  meanings  which,  when  combined,  give  rise  to  a  knowledge  of 
the  sentence. 
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reverts  to  its  original  unmanifested  condition.  There  are  many  things 
in  the  world  which  exist  unperceived.  If  people  speak  of  “  making  ” 
words,  Jaimini  holds  that  this  “making”  refers  to  sounds  that 
manifest  the  word.  (3)  The  same  word  is  uttered  at  one  and  the 
same  time  by  different  persons  at  different  places,  and  this  would  not 
be  possible  if  the  word  were  an  eternal  omnipresent  entity.  Jaimini 
replies  that,  as  many  people  at  different  places  simultaneously  per¬ 
ceive  the  same  sun,  so  do  they  utter  the  same  word  (4)  Words 
undergo  modifications  which  cannot  be  the  case  if  they  were  eternal. 
Jaimini  contends  that  words  are  not  modified,  but  others  take  their 
place.  (5)  The  volume  of  the  word  decreases  or  increases  according 
as  it  is  uttered  by  one  or  more  men,  and  what  increases  and  decreases 
cannot  be  eternal.  Jaimini  asserts  that  the  volume  of  the  word  never 
undergoes  increase  or  decrease,  though  the  sound  proceeding  from  men 
increases  or  decreases.1 

Jaimini  sets  forth  positive  considerations  in  support  of  his  view. 
The  word  is  ever  present,  since  the  utterance  of  it  is  only  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  manifesting  it  to  others.  There  cannot  be  any  effort  to  manifest 
a  non-existing  thing.  Again,  when  the  word  “  cow  ”  is  uttered,  it  is 
always  recognised  to  be  the  same  word.  People  speak  of  uttering 
the  word  “  cow  ”  three  or  four  times  and  not  of  uttering  three  or  four 
such  words.  This  points  to  the  oneness  or  eternal  nature  of  the  word. 
For  non-eternal  things,  causes  of  destruction  are  found,  but  we  do 
not  find  such  causes  for  the  destruction  of  words.  The  sound  pro¬ 
duced  from  air  is  distinct  from  the  word  which  it  serves  to  manifest. 
Besides,  we  have  many  Vedic  texts  insisting  on  the  eternal  nature 
of  words.3 

Words  denote  classes  and  not  individuals.  When  we  say  “  bring 
a  cow,”  we  do  not  mean  a  particular  cow,  but  any  animal  possessing 
the  features  of  a  cow.  The  word  denotes  the  class  or  form,  since  it 
has  action  for  its  object. 3  If  individuals  are  denoted  by  words,  a 
generic  idea  like  “  cow  ”  would  be  impossible.  Again,  a  word  cannot 
denote  all  the  individuals,  since  then  it  would  possess  as  many  potencies 
as  there  are  individuals.  It  cannot  denote  a  collection  of  individuals, 
since  then  it  would  be  undergoing  changes,  as  some  individuals  die 
out  and  others  get  in.  Again,  if  the  word  means  a  single  individual 
only,  there  cannot  be  an  eternal  connection  between  word  and  meaning, 
and  action  would  be  impossible,  as  it  would  be  difficult  to  decide  which 
individual  is  meant.  If  individuals  are  objects  denoted,  then  since 
they  are  not  omnipresent,  there  cannot  be  a  relation  between  a  word 
and  its  meaning.  Akrti  is  eternal,  and  is  therefore  capable  of  relation¬ 
ship  with  the  eternal  word.  While  words  and  their  significations  are 
eternal,  there  is  a  chance  of  our  having  mistaken  notions  of  both,  and 
human  utterances  may  turn  out  erroneous,  while  there  is  no  such 
possibility  with  regard  to  Vedic  utterances. 


*  i.  1.  6-17. 

1  Akrtis  tu  kriyarthatvat  (i.  3.  33). 


*  i.  18-23. 
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The  Mlmarhsakas  protest  against  the  view  which  regards 
the  Vedas  as  the  work  of  God.  They  hold  that  the  Vedas 
exist  for  ever  in  their  own  right.  God,  who  is  incorporeal, 
has  no  organs  of  speech,  and  cannot  therefore  utter  the  words 
of  the  Veda.  If  it  is  said  that  he  assumes  a  human  form  for 
the  purpose  of  revelation,  then  he  will  be  subject  to  all  the 
limitations  of  material  existence,  and  his  utterances  will  not 
carry  any  authority.  Besides,  there  is  no  tradition  of  divine 
or  human  authorship.  Even  on  the  theory  of  the  creation 
of  the  world,  the  Vedas  may  be  regarded  as  eternal  in  the 
sense  that  the  creator  at  the  beginning  of  any  world-epoch 
reproduces  from  memory  the  Vedas  of  the  last  and  teaches 
them.1  It  is  sometimes  contended  that  the  Vedas  are  human 
compositions,  since  the  names  of  their  authors,  the  rsis,  are 
prefixed  to  them.  It  is  said  in  reply  that  the  rsis  made  a 
special  study  of  them  and  taught  them  to  others.  The  Vedas 
are  uncreated  in  the  sense  that  they  are  not  controlled  by 
God  or  the  inspired  seers,  who,  at  best,  apprehend  the  truths 
and  transmit  them.2  The  authoritativeness  of  the  Vedas  is 
criticised  on  the  ground  that  they  contain  references  to 
historical  names.  It  is  said,  in  reply,  that  the  hymns  deal 
with  the  eternal  phenomena  of  nature.  The  names  occurring 
in  them  are  of  universal  applicability  and  do  not  have  any 
historical  reference.  Visvamitra  means  the  all-friendly  and 
not  any  historical  character. 

1  Evam  srasfur  vedapurvatvam  sadhayatarh  na  kimcid  uttaram  bhavati, 
tena  saty  api  sarge,  suptaprabuddhanyayena  anadir  eva  vedavyavaharah 
( Nydyaratndkara ).  The  Naiyayikas  dispute  the  Mimamsa  view,  (i)  Any 
tradition  about  the  personal  authorship  of  the  Veda  might  have  been 
interrupted  at  the  last  dissolution  of  the  universe.  (2)  It  would  be  impossible 
to  prove  that  no  one  had  ever  recollected  such  an  author.  (3)  The  sentences 
of  the  Veda  have  the  same  character  as  other  sentences.  (4)  The  inference 
— drawn  from  the  present  mode  of  transmitting  the  Vedas  from  teacher 
to  pupil — that  the  same  mode  of  transmission  must  have  gone  on  from 
eternity  breaks  down,  since  it  is  equally  applicable  to  any  other  book. 

(5)  The  Veda  is,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  ascribed  to  a  personal  author. 

(6)  Sound  is  not  eternal,  and  when  we  recognise  letters  as  the  same  we 
have  heard  before  it  does  not  prove  identity  or  etemality,  but  only  that 
they  belong  to  the  same  species  as  the  letters  we  have  heard  before. 
See  S.D.S.,  xii. 

1  See  M.S.,  i.  1.  24-31.  The  views  on  the  apauruseyatva  of  the  Vedaa 
are  practically  the  same  in  the  Purva  Mimamsa  and  the  Vedanta.  Cp. 
Bhamati :  Purusasvatantryamatram  apauruseyatvarii  rocayante  jaiminiya 
api  tac  ca'  smakam  api  samanam.  ...  (i.  1.  3.) 
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VII 

Comparison 

Judgments  of  similarity  are  due  to  comparison.  When  we 
see  a  certain  object  and  remember  another,  the  cognition  that 
we  have  of  the  similarity  of  the  remembered  object  to  the 
seen  one  is  said  to  be  due  to  comparison.  The  cow  that  I 
had  seen  in  the  city  is  similar  to  the  gavaya  that  I  see  now.1 
Knowledge  by  comparison  is  distinct  from  that  by  perception, 
since  we  cognise  something  which  is  not  in  contact  with  the 
senses  by  remembrance,  since  at  the  time  the  gavaya  was  seen 
the  cow  was  not  seen,  from  inference,  since  none  of  the  factors 
necessary  for  inference  is  present. 


VIII 

Implication 

Where  the  perception  of  a  thing  (artha)  cannot  be  explained 
without  the  assumption  of  another  thing,  this  assumption  is 
a  case  of  arthapatti,  or  implication.  It  differs  from  inference, 
since  an  element  of  doubt  enters  into  the  facts  observed, 
which  can  be  removed  only  by  the  assumption  of  something 
else.  The  facts  observed  remain  inconsistent  or  doubtful 
until  the  assumption  is  made.  In  inference  there  is  no  room 
for  any  element  of  doubt.  While  this  is  the  view  of  Prabhakara, 
Kumarila  believes  that  arthapatti  helps  us  to  reconcile  two 
apparently  inconsistent  facts.  There  is  no  such  inconsistency 
between  well-ascertained  facts  in  inference.  Rumania’s  view 
is  sounder,  since  any  doubt  about  the  observed  fact  will 
prejudice  the  validity  of  the  argument  by  arthapatti.  Unless 
we  are  certain  that  a  person  is  alive  and  he  is  not  at  home, 
we  cannot  presume  that  he  is  somewhere  else. 

1  Sdstradipika,  p.  208. 
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IX 

Non- APPREHENSION 

Kumarila,  after  the  Vrttikara,  admits  non-apprehension 
(anupalabdhi)  as  an  independent  source  of  knowledge.1  Dis¬ 
similarity  is  only  want  of  similarity,  and  it  is  accounted  for 
by  the  principle  of  non-apprehension.  When  we  say  “  There 
is  no  jar  in  this  place,”  we  cognise  the  absence  of  the  jar. 
Absence  (abhava)  cannot  be  apprehended  by  perception, 
which  stands  in  need  of  sense-contact  with  a  present  object, 
which  is  not  possible  in  the  case, 2  nor  can  non-existence  be 
apprehended  by  the  other  pramanas.  Non-apprehension  is 
a  means  of  knowledge  (manam)  with  reference  to  the  object 
negated.  We  perceive  the  vacant  space  and  think  of  the 
absence  of  the  jar.  We  may  say  that  the  non-existence  of  the 
jar  is  as  much  perceived  as  the  vacant  space,  yet,  since  per¬ 
ception  involves  contact  of  an  actual  object  with  the  senses, 
we  cannot  identify  the  act  of  non-apprehension  with  perception. 
We  perceive  the  vacant  space,  remember  the  jar  that  is  absent, 
and  then  we  have  the  knowledge  of  the  absence  of  the  jar, 
which  has  no  reference  to  the  act  of  perception.  Apprehension 
of  non-existence  is  through  anupalabdhi. 3  Abhava  is  said  to 
be  a  positive  object  of  knowledge. 4  What  we  call  emptiness  is 
the  locus  unoccupied  by  any  object. 5 

Prabhakara  does  not  accept  non-apprehension  as  an  inde¬ 
pendent  source  of  knowledge.  The  cognition  of  non-existence 
is  inferred  from  the  non-perception  of  something  that  would 
have  been  perceived  if  it  were  present.  When  we  perceive 
the  mere  space  and  no  jar  in  it,  we  say  that  there  is  no  jar. 
The  cognition  of  the  substratum  by  itself  (tanmatradhi)  is 
what  answers  to  non-apprehension.6  Kumarila  disputes  this 
view.  We  may  perceive  not  merely  empty  space,  but  space 
filled  by  books  and  paper,  but  that  will  also  give  us  a  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  non-existence  of  the  jar.  If  we  say  that  we 
apprehend  space  as  not  qualified  by  the  jar,  we  are  admitting 

*  See  Sahara  on  i.  i.  5.  *  S.V.,  Abhavapariccheda. 

a  Sastradipika,  pp.  234  ff.  4  S.V.,  Niralambanavada,  40. 

s  Vastvantaraikasamsrstah  padarthah  sunyatadhiyah  (112). 

6  This  view  of  Prabhakara  is  criticised  in  Khandanakhandakhadya,  iv.  21. 
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negative  knowledge.  For,  the  mere  perception  of  the  ground 
cannot  give  rise  to  a  knowledge  of  the  non-existence  of  the 
jar,  since  even  where  there  is  the  jar  the  ground  is  perceived. 
So  the  ground  must  be  perceived  as  negatively  qualified,  and 
this  means  that  we  have  already  the  notion  of  negation. 


X 

Prabhakara's  Theory  of  Knowledge 

Prabhakara  is  an  advocate  of  triputisamvit,  according  to 
which  the  knower,  the  known  and  the  knowledge  are  given 
simultaneously  in  every  act  of  cognition.  Knowledge  reveals 
itself  as  well  as  the  knower  and  the  known.  In  the  con¬ 
sciousness,  “  I  know  this  ”  (aham  idam  janami),  we  have  the 
three  presentations  of  the  “  I  ”  or  the  subject  (ahamvitti), 
this  or  the  object  (visayavitti),  and  the  conscious  awareness 
(svasamvitti).1  All  consciousness  is  at  the  same  time  self- 
consciousness  as  well  as  object-consciousness.2  In  all  cogni¬ 
tions,  whether  inferential  or  verbal,  the  self  is  known  directly 
through  the  agency  and  the  contact  of  the  manas.  While 
there  is  always  a  direct  and  immediate  knowledge  of  self  in 
every  act  of  cognition,  there  is  not  always  a  direct  and 
immediate  knowledge  of  the  not-self  or  the  object.  In 
recollection  and  inference  the  object  is  not  directly  presented 
to  consciousness.  Though  in  indirect  knowledge  the  object 
is  not  directly  presented  to  consciousness,  yet  the  indirect 
knowledge  itself  is  directly  presented  to  consciousness. 3 
Cognition  is  also  self-cognised  by  direct  apprehension.  The 

1  Some  Western  thinkers  are  also  inclined  to  this  view.  According  to 
Hamilton,  “  an  act  of  knowledge  may  be  expressed  by  the  formula  ‘  I  know  ’  ; 
an  act  of  consciousness  by  the  formula  ‘  I  know  that  I  know  ’  ;  but,  as  it 
is  impossible  for  us  to  know  without  at  the  same  time  knowing  that  we 
know,  so  it  is  impossible  to  know  that  we  know  without  our  actually 
knowing.”  Cp.  also  Varisco  :  “  That  I  may  know,  it  is  necessary  that  I 
should  be  conscious  of  my  consciousness,  that  I  should  know  that  I  know.” 
"  It  follows  that  the  act  of  consciousness  proves  the  reality  of  itself  and  of 
the  thinking  subject  ”  ( Know  Thyself,  p.  5). 

*  Since  we  have  no  knowledge  of  objects  in  deep  sleep,  we  have  no 
knowledge  of  self,  though  it  exists.  If  the  self  did  not  exist  in  deep  sleep, 
we  could  not  have  the  recognition  of  personal  identity  on  waking  from  sleep 
( Prakaranapahcikd ,  p.  59). 

3  Ibid.,  p.  56. 
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cognition  which  is  of  the  nature  of  light  or  illumination  does 
not  stand  in  need  of  any  other  thing  to  manifest  it.  Therefore, 
the  cognition  is  said  to  be  self-apprehended.  The  cognising 
self  and  the  cognised  object  are  not  of  the  nature  of  light, 
and  so  they  require  for  their  manifestation  the  aid  of  some¬ 
thing  different  from  themselves  which  is  of  the  nature  of 
light.  Cognitions  are  self-illumined,  and  not  perceived  as 
objects.1  They  are  not  cognised  by  other  cognitions.  They 
are  never  objects,  and  so  cannot  be  cognised,  as  pleasure  and 
pain  are  cognised.  They  are  cognised  as  cognitions,  but  not 
as  objects.2 3  If  cognitions  are  cognised  as  objects,  then  each 
individual  cognition  may  require  another  cognition  to  cognise 
it,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  Prabhakara  feels  that  his  theory 
is  not  evidently  consistent  with  Sahara’s  observation  that 
we  perceive  objects  in  apprehension  and  not  cognitions,  and 
so  argues  that,  though  cognitions  are  self-cognised,  their 
presence  is  known  through  inference.  Inference  tells  us  that 
there  is  a  cognition  from  the  fact  that  we  have  the  appre¬ 
hension  of  the  object.  This  cognition  is  a  prameya,  or  the 
object  of  right  knowledge,  but  it  is  not  samvedya,  or  appre¬ 
hended  in  its  fulness.  According  to  Prabhakara,  we  have  a 
case  of  samvedya  only  when  the  form  of  the  object  is  manifested, 
and  this  is  possible  with  the  objects  perceived  by  the  senses. 
As  cognitions  have  no  form,  they  cannot  be  perceived.  Their 
presence  is  only  inferred.  Inference  does  not  apprehend  the 
form  or  content  of  the  object,  but  only  its  existence.3  Both 
Prabhakara  and  Kumarila  admit  that  cognitions,  which  are 
products  (parinama)  of  atman,  are  objects  of  inference. 

The  validity  of  knowledge  is  not  determined  by  anything 
external  to  it.  There  is  no  question  of  reproducing  external 
objects.  The  validity  of  cognition  is  signified  by  the  force 
with  which  all  direct  apprehension  prompts  us  to  action  in 
the  external  world.  All  knowledge  generates  in  us  this 
specific  attitude,  and  does  not  wait  for  the  mediation  of  any 
later  experience.  A  cognition  which  apprehends  an  object 
cannot  be  invalid.  If  cognitions  were  not  valid  in  themselves, 

1  Cp.  with  this  Alexander’s  distinction  of  enjoyment  and  contemplation 
(Space,  Time  and  Deity,  vol.  i.  pp.  12-13). 

1  Sarhvittayaiva  hi  samvit  samvedya  na  samvedyataya. 

3  Napy  anumana  rupagrahanam  sanmatragrahy  anumanam  bhavati. 
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we  cannot  have  any  confidence  in  our  cognitions.  The  notion 
of  validity  is  original  and  underived.  While  knowledge  is 
self-evident,  this  validity  is  derived  from  the  instruments  of 
knowledge.  The  conditions  of  knowledge  also  produce  the 
consciousness  of  its  validity.1 

Prabhakara  distinguishes  knowledge  into  valid  and  invalid. 
Anubhuti  or  direct  apprehension,  is  valid,  while  smrti,  or 
remembrance  is  invalid.  “  Valid  cognition  or  apprehension 
is  different  from  remembrance,  since  the  latter  stands  in  need 
of  a  previous  cognition/' 2  The  dependence  on  a  previous 
apprehension  is  the  cause  of  the  invalidity  of  the  remembrance. 
Cognitions  that  bear  indirectly  on  the  object  are  invalid. 
Previous  non-apprehension  of  the  object  is  made  the  test  of 
valid  knowledge  by  both  Prabhakara  and  Kumarila,  though 
the  latter  insists  also  on  absence  of  discrepancies.  All  know¬ 
ledge  is  valid  and  prompts  us  to  activity. 

What  is  called  viparyaya  is  not  false  knowledge.  If  all 
cognition  is  self-luminous  (svaprakasa)  and  therefore  true 
(yathartha),  the  consciousness  expressed  in  the  judgment 
“  This  is  silver  "  cannot  be  erroneous.  When  we  mistake  a 
piece  of  shell  for  silver,  the  error  is  due  to  the  failure  to  dis¬ 
tinguish  the  two  different  elements  in  it,  the  idea  of  silver 
and  the  impression  of  “  this."  We  mix  up  the  perceived  and 
the  remembered  elements  in  one  single  psychosis.  The  object 
of  a  cognition  is  the  thing  which  is  presented  to  consciousness. 
In  the  “  This  is  silver,"  what  is  presented  to  consciousness 
is  “  silver,"  and  not  “  shell."  We  do  not  cognise  the  shell 
as  silver,  for  the  shell  never  enters  into  consciousness.  The 
idea  which  is  remembered  does  not  agree  with  the  fact,  since 
the  judgment  “  This  is  silver  "  is  superseded  by  the  judgment 
“  This  is  only  a  piece  of  shell  "  when  the  knower  picks  up 
the  piece.  The  error  is  due  to  akhyati,  or  non-apprehension, 
of  the  difference  between  the  given  and  the  remembered 

1  Gangesa,  in  his  Taitvacintamani,  criticises  this  view  on  the  ground 
that,  if  the  validity  of  knowledge  were  derived  from  the  general  conditions 
of  knowledge,  then  invalid  knowledge  would  be  one  with  valid  knowledge, 
since  both  have  the  same  conditions.  Again,  were  knowledge  self-evident, 
it  would  be  difficult  to  account  for  doubtful  cognition. 

a  Pramanam  anubhutih  sa  smrter  anya  na  pramanam  smrtih  purva* 
pratipattivyapek§anat  (Prakara^apancikd,  p.  42 ;  Jha :  Prabhakara 
M  Imams  a,  ii). 
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elements.  The  perceived  element,  “  this,”  and  the  remem¬ 
bered  element,  “  silver,”  are  true ;  only  there  is  non-dis¬ 
crimination  (akhyati)  of  the  two  factors  as  distinct.  This 
non-discrimination  is  due  to  certain  defects  of  the  sense- 
organs  and  to  the  suggestion  of  the  similarity  between  shell 
and  silver,  which  rouses  the  mental  residuum  (samskara)  of 
the  silver  previously  cognised.  This  unconsciousness  of  the 
distinction  between  the  given  and  the  remembered  elements 
leads  to  action.  In  actual  experience  there  is  no  difference 
between  the  valid  and  the  invalid  cognitions  of  silver,  since 
both  give  rise  to  the  same  kind  of  activity  on  the  part  of  the 
agent.1 

This  theory  is  criticised  by  the  other  schools.  “  Do  the  two 
apprehensions,  the  perceived  and  the  remembered  ones,  appear  in 
consciousness  or  not  ?  If  they  do  not,  they  do  not  exist.  ...  If  they 
do,  then  non-perception  of  the  difference  between  them  is  impossible.”  3 
The  theory  fails  to  account  for  the  fact  that,  as  long  as  the  error  lasts, 
there  is  the  actual  presentation  to  consciousness  and  not  a  mere 
memory  image.  It  is  difficult  to  account  for  the  obscuration  of  memory 
(smrtipramosa),  which  breeds  the  illusion  of  a  direct  presentation. 3 
GangeSa  argues  that  unconsciousness  of  the  distinction  cannot  account 
for  the  activity  to  which  the  person  is  prompted.  The  knowledge  of 
the  given  element,  the  shell,  for  which  the  person  has  no  desire,  will 
lead  to  counter-activity,  the  knowledge  of  the  remembered  silver  to 
activity,  and  the  unconsciousness  of  the  distinction  between  the  two 
should  result  in  non-activity.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  how  uncon¬ 
sciousness  can  prompt  one  to  activity. 4 

Prabhakara’s  view  that,  in  every  act  of  knowledge,  the 
object,  the  subject,  and  the  knowledge  of  the  object  are 
manifested,  is  not  in  conformity  with  the  evidence  of  psychology. 
When  we  know  an  object,  there  is  no  need  whatever  that  the 
content  of  knowledge  should  at  the  same  time  include  a 
reference  to  myself.  Unless  the  individual  is  in  a  sophisticated 
mood,  the  probability  is  that  it  will  not  include  the  reference 
to  self.  Prabhakara  mistakes  the  evidence  of  later  reflection 
for  that  of  perception.  When  one  thinks  of  his  knowledge 

1  When  we  judge  “  the  shell  is  yellow,”  there  is  no  element  of  remem¬ 
brance  involved  in  it.  If  we  perceive  the  yellowness  in  the  shell,  even  if 
it  be  due  to  the  defect  of  the  eye,  the  judgment  is  valid  until  it  is  sublated 
by  a  further  cognition. 

*  See  Pandit,  N.S.,  vol.  xii,  p.  109. 

J  Vivarayapyameyasamgraha,  i.  1. 


4  T attvacintamay.i. 


THE  PURVA  MlMAMSA 


399 


of  an  object,  subject  and  object  are  present  in  this  thought. 
We  cannot  think  of  a  thing  as  known  without  reference  to 
the  correlative  knower.  But  there  is  no  reason  why  one 
should  not  think  of  things  without  thinking  of  them  as  known. 
The  act  of  reflection,  which  represents  a  higher  stage  in 
thought  than  the  mere  observation  of  objects,  tells  us  about 
the  implications  of  knowledge.  Prabhakara  believes  that  we 
cannot  know  without  knowing  that  we  know.1  He  does  not 
seem  to  admit  the  distinction  between  “  I  know  ”  and  “  I 
know  that  I  know.”  Again,  if  cognition  be  self-luminous, 
the  objects  will  appear  as  manifestations  of  cognition  and  not 
as  real  objects,  and  so  we  are  landed  in  subjectivism.2  To 
escape  from  subjectivism,  Prabhakara  holds  that  self -illumined 
cognitions  are  also  inferred.  Commenting  on  Sahara’s  remark 
that  objects  are  perceived  and  not  cognitions,  he  says  that 
it  follows  that  cognitions  are  only  inferred. 3  But  this  con¬ 
tradicts  the  self-illumined  character  of  cognitions.  Salikanatha 
suggests  that  the  cognition  inferred  is  the  contact  of  the  manas 
with  the  atman,  which  produces  the  consciousness.4  If  this 
is  all  that  is  inferred,  then  it  is  wrong  to  say  that  cognitions 
are  inferred  ;  so  long  as  cognitions  are  said  to  be  self-illumined 
the  danger  of  subjectivism  remains.  Prabhakara  does  not 
tell  us  what  the  nature  of  knowledge  is,  apart  from  its  self- 
revealing  character.  He  emphasises  the  ultimateness  of 
knowledge,  and  incidentally  brings  out  how  the  meaning  of 
subject  and  object  lies  within  knowledge  itself.  If  he  had 
developed  the  implications  of  this  theory,  he  would  have 
been  led  to  abandon  his  dualistic  presuppositions. 


XI 

Kumarila’s  Theory  of  Knowledge 

Knowledge  is  a  movement  brought  about  by  the  activity 
of  the  self,  which  results  in  producing  consciousness  of 

1  Bonatelli,  the  Italian  thinker,  is  also  of  opinion  that  in  the  knowledge 
of  any  fact  there  are  given  together  the  knowledge  of  the  fact  and  the  fact 
of  knowledge.  & 

1  S.V.,  £unyavada,  233^ 

3  Atahsiddham  anumanikatvam  buddhel?, 

♦  Prakarayapancika,  p.  63. 
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objective  things.  Cognition  of  a  certain  object  ends  not  in 
a  further  cognition  of  that  cognition,  but  in  the  cognisedness 
(prakatata)  of  the  object.1  An  act  of  knowledge  has  four 
elements  in  it  :  (i)  the  knower  (jnata)  ;  (2)  the  object  of 
knowledge  (jneya)  ;  (3)  the  instrument  of  knowledge  (jnana- 
karana)  ;  and  (4)  the  result  of  knowledge,  or  the  cognisedness 
of  the  object  (jnatata).  According  to  Kumarila,  a  cognition 
is  not  directly  perceived,  but  is  inferred  from  the  cognisedness 
(jnatata,  prakatya)  of  the  object  produced  by  the  cognition.2 
Every  act  of  cognition  implies  a  certain  relationship  between 
the  perceiver  and  the  perceived,  which  involves  some  activity 
on  the  part  of  the  perceiver.  The  presence  of  the  relationship 
enables  us  to  infer  the  action  of  the  agent,  which  is  cognition, 
in  the  case  of  knowledge.  The  cognition  is  inferred  from  the 
relation  between  the  knower  and  the  known,  which  is  appre¬ 
hended  by  internal  perception  (manasapratyaksa) .  Were  it 
not  for  this  other  factor  intervening  between  the  knower 
and  the  known,  the  self  could  not  become  related  to  the 
object.  From  the  specific  relation  involved  in  knowledge 
between  the  subject  and  the  object  the  existence  of  cognition 
is  inferred.  Consciousness  is  here  regarded  as  a  sort  of 
tertium  quid  relating  the  self  and  not-self.  Even  those  who 
hold  that  all  cognitions  are  self-luminous  (svaprakasa)  admit 
that  the  relation  between  the  self  and  the  not-self  involved 
in  knowledge  is  an  object  of  internal  perception.  We  cannot 
say  “  The  jar  is  cognised  by  me  ”  unless  we  know  the  relation 
between  the  cognising  self  and  the  cognised  object,  as  well  as 
the  relation  between  the  cognition  and  the  object  of  cognition. 3 
If  cognition  or  consciousness  is  self-luminous,  and  if  the 
object  is  manifested  by  consciousness,  by  what  is  the  relation 
between  consciousness  and  its  object  manifested  ?  The  rela¬ 
tion  between  the  two  cannot  be  manifested  by  the  same 
cognition,  since  it  has  not  come  into  existence  at  the  time 
the  cognition  is  produced.  When  a  cognition  is  produced  it 
manifests  its  object,  and  so  the  relation  between  the  two 

1  Cp.  Rosmini,  the  Italian  thinker,  who  says  that  though  every  act  of 
the  understanding  makes  us  know  the  object  in  which  it  terminates,  no 
act  makes  us  know  itself.  See  Philosophical  Review,  July,  1922,  p.  400. 

1  Jnatatanumeyam  jnanam.  See  also  Sahara  on  i.  1.  1. 

3  Anyatha  jnato  maya  ghata  iti  jnanajneyasambandho,  jnatrjneva 
sambandho  va  na  vyavahartum  sakyate.  Sastrqdipika,  p.  158. 
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cannot  be  the  object  of  that  cognition.  Since  the  cognition 
is  momentary,  we  cannot  say  that  it  first  manifests  the  object 
and  then  its  relation  to  the  object.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that 
the  relation  between  the  cognition  and  the  object  is  self- 
luminous,  since  there  is  no  proof  of  it.  The  followers  of 
Kumarila  accordingly  contend  that  the  relation  between  the 
self  and  the  object  is  an  object  of  internal  perception  which 
proves  the  existence  of  cognition.1 

The  existence  of  a  cognition  may  be  proved  by  the  pecu¬ 
liarity  (atisaya)  produced  by  the  cognition  in  its  object.2 
This  peculiarity  must  be  admitted  even  by  those  who  hold 
that  the  cogniser,  the  cognised  object  and  the  cognition  are 
manifested  by  consciousness  (tritayapratibhasavadibhih). 
Kumarila  denies  the  self-luminosity  of  cognition  in  order  that 
he  may  preserve  the  independent  existence  of  external  objects. 
The  followers  of  the  Nyaya-Vaisesika  protest  against  the  view 
by  which  we  are  said  to  infer  the  cognition  from  the  peculiarity 
produced  by  it  in  the  object.  Cognition  should  not  be  re¬ 
garded  as  transforming  what  it  cognises.  To  be  cognised  is  not 
a  quality  of  the  object,  but  only  a  relation  sui  generis  (svaru- 
pasarhbandha)  existing  between  the  object  and  the  cognition. 3 

1  Sastradipika,  pp.  158-159. 

1  Arthagato  va  jnanajanyo  ’ti£ayah  kalpayati  jnanam  ( Sdstradipikd , 
P-  J59). 

3  Apprehendedness  (jnatata)  is  nothing  but  the  character  of  being  the 
object  of  cognition.  The  nature  of  objectivity  is  hard  to  define.  If 
objectivity  means  that  a  cognition  is  produced  by  the  object,  then  even 
sense-organs  and  other  conditions  producing  the  cognition  have  to  be 
regarded  as  objects.  Again,  it  is  not  possible  for  a  property  to  be  produced 
in  an  object  at  a  time  when  the  object  does  not  exist.  Apprehendedness 
is  a  property  of  the  objects,  though  it  cannot  be  produced  in  past  and  future 
ones,  which  are  also  apprehended.  The  argument  that  the  object  acquires 
the  new  property  of  apprehendedness  after  the  cognition  is  produced,  even 
as  the  act  of  cooking  produces  in  the  rice  the  condition  of  cookedness,  is 
untenable,  since  we  distinctly  perceive  cookedness  in  rice  which  changes 
from  tandula  (uncooked  rice)  to  odana  (cooked  rice),  while  we  do  not 
perceive  the  property  of  cognisedness  in  the  object.  Besides,  when  an 
object  is  cognised,  there  is  said  to  be  produced  in  it  a  peculiar  property 
called  cognisedness,  and  so,  when  this  cognisedness  is  known,  there  will  be 
produced  another  cognisedness  in  that  cognisedness,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum. 
If  cognisedness  be  regarded  as  self-luminous,  to  avoid  infinite  regress,  we 
may  as  well  admit  that  the  cognition  itself  is  self-luminous.  It  may  be 
argued  that  an  object  has  existence  extending  over  the  past,  present  and 
the  future,  and  when  it  is  cognised  it  is  cognised  as  belonging  to  the  present. 
Cognisedness  is  just  the  condition  of  the  object  determined  by  the  present 
time  and  from  the  possession  of  this  mark  we  infer  the  cognition.  But  it 
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The  followers  of  Kumarila  argue  that,  if  cognition  be 
regarded  as  perceptible,  it  has  to  be  viewed  as  an  object 
which  would  require  another  cognition  to  apprehend  it,  and 
so  on  ad  infinitum.  So,  they  regard  cognitions  as  imper¬ 
ceptible,  though  capable  of  manifesting  their  objects  of 
cognition.1  Cognition  itself  is  inferred,  while  objects  are 
known  through  cognitions. 

Is  not  so,  since  determination  by  the  present  time  belongs  to  the  object  and 
is  not  produced  by  the  cognition,  but  only  apprehended  by  it.  If  it  is 
argued  that  the  cognition  is  inferred  from  the  cognition  of  objects  (visaya- 
samvedananumeyam  jnanam),  we  may  ask  whether  the  cognition  inheres 
in  the  self  or  the  object.  It  cannot  reside  in  the  object,  which  is  uncon¬ 
scious.  If  it  is  in  the  self,  what  is  the  cognition  which  is  inferred  from  the 
cognition  of  objects  ?  If  it  is  argued  that  what  is  inferred  from  the  cognition 
of  objects  is  its  cause  in  the  shape  of  the  action  of  the  cogniser  (jnatrvyapara), 
then  we  may  ask  whether  this  cause  is  eternal  or  transitory.  If  the  latter, 
what  is  the  cause  for  it  ?  If  it  is  due  to  the  contact  of  the  manas  with  the 
self,  which  aids  the  contact  of  the  sense-organ  with  the  object,  then  let  all 
this  be  taken  as  the  cause  of  the  cognition.  There  is  no  need  to  assume 
an  intermediate  cause  in  the  form  of  the  self’s  activity.  If  it  is  held  that 
the  action  is  eternal  and  the  occasional  appearance  of  cognitions  is  due  to 
accessory  causes,  then,  since  these  are  sufficient  to  bring  about  the  cognition, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  postulate  the  action  of  the  self  (Sridhara .  Ny  ay  ak  and  alt, 
pp.  96-98).  Prabhacandra  asks  whether  this  apprehendedness  is  a  property 
of  the  object  (arthadharma)  or  of  cognition  (jnanadharma).  It  cannot  be 
the  former,  since  it  does  not  persist  in  the  object  at  any  other  time  than 
when  it  is  cognised,  and  it  appears  also  as  the  private  possession  of  the 
cognising  self.  It  cannot  belong  to  cognitions,  since  the  cognition,  of  which 
it  may  be  said  to  be  the  property,  is  not,  according  to  Kumarila,  perceptible, 
and  what  is  imperceptible  cannot  be  the  substratum  of  cognisedness.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  the  cognisedness,  which  is  of  the  nature  of  knowledge 
(jnanasvabhava),  is  perceptible,  then  even  the  cognition  may  be  allowed 
to  be  perceptible.  If  cognisedness  is  of  the  nature  of  the  object  (arthasva- 
bhava),  it  only  means  the  manifestation  of  the  object  (arthaprakatya) . 
The  object  cannot  be  manifested  if  the  cognition,  by  which  it  is  manifested, 
is  itself  unmanifested  ( Prameyakamalamarianda ,  pp.  31-32).  According  to 
Kumarila,  the  cognition  of  the  jar  produces  in  the  jar  the  quality  of 
cognisedness,  which  becomes  an  object  of  perception  in  the  form  “  This  jar 
is  cognised  by  me."  From  this  the  existence  of  the  cognition  as  well  as  its 
validity  is  inferred.  While  the  Nyaya  holds  that  knowledge,  consciousness 
of  knowledge  (anuvyavasaya),  and  knowledge  of  validity  are  successive, 
Kumarila  thinks  that  the  last  two  are  simultaneous. 

1  Prabhacandra  criticises  this  view  in  his  Prameyakamalamavtanda 
(p.  31).  The  cogniser  (pramatr),  cognitive  act  (pramana),  the  resulting 
cognition  (pramiti),  are  as  perceptible  as  the  object  of  cognition  (prameya). 
We  distinctly  perceive  the  different  factors  of  knowledge  in  our  experience. 
Nor  is  there  any  necessity  why  what  is  perceived  must  be  perceived  always 
as  an  object  of  perception.  The  self  is  perceived  as  a  cognition,  and  not 
as  an  object  of  cognition.  So,  the  cognition  may  also  be  perceived  as  an 
instrument  of  perception.  When  the  followers  of  Kumarila  recognise  the 
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The  Mimamsakas  accept  the  view  of  the  self-validity  of 
knowledge.1  “  Intrinsic  validity  belongs  to  all  sources  of 
right  knowledge/'  says  Kumarila,  “for  a  power  by  itself 
non-existent  cannot  be  brought  into  being  by  another.”  2 
Knowledge  may  be  mediated  by  the  senses,  inferential  marks, 
and  the  like,  but  it  reveals  objects  by  itself  3  and  gives  rise 
to  a  sense  of  its  own  validity.  If  we  are  to  wait  till  we 
ascertain  the  purity  of  the  causes,  we  have  to  wait  for  the 
origination  of  another  cognition  due  to  other  causes,  and  so 

perceptibility  of  the  self,  which  is  only  the  agent  of  cognition,  they  may 
admit  the  perceptibility  of  the  cognition,  which  is  the  means  for  the  mani¬ 
festation  of  the  object.  If  the  self  is  perceptible,  it  can  cognise  an  external 
object  by  itself  without  the  aid  of  an  imperceptible  cognition.  If  it  is  said 
that  an  agent  cannot  produce  an  action  without  an  instrument,  the  internal 
and  the  external  organs  may  serve  as  the  instruments  of  the  cognition. 
Besides,  if  no  action  is  possible  without  an  instrument,  what  is  the  instrument 
in  the  cognition  of  self  by  itself  ?  If  the  self  is  the  instrument  in  the  cognition 
of  self,  it  may  serve  as  the  instrument  in  the  cognition  of  objects  also.  If 
it  is  admitted  that  the  self  and  the  resultant  cognition  (phalajnana)  are 
perceived,  though  they  do  not  appear  in  consciousness  as  the  object  of 
cognition,  it  may  also  be  admitted  that  the  instrument  of  cognition  is  also 
perceived  not  as  an  object  of  cognition  but  as  an  instrument.  Again,  the 
instrumental  cognition  (karanajnana)  is  not  entirely  different  from  the 
cogniser  (kartr)  and  the  resultant  cognition  (phalajnana),  and  so  it  cannot 
be  imperceptible  while  the  other  two  are  perceptible.  Moreover,  the  self 
and  the  cognition  through  which  it  knows  an  object  are  directly  revealed 
in  our  experience,  and  so  they  should  be  regarded  as  objects  of  consciousness 
(pratlyamanatvam  hi  grahyatvam,  tad  eva  karmatvam).  Whatever  is 
revealed  in  consciousness  is  an  object  thereof.  In  the  cognition  “  I  know 
the  jar,”  the  subject  is  conscious  of  himself  as  qualified  by  the  cognition 
of  the  jar.  The  subject’s  cognition  of  the  jar  is  as  much  an  object  of 
perception  as  the  self  and  the  jar.  Again,  if  the  cognitive  act  is  imperceptible, 
it  cannot  be  established  to  be  real  at  all  by  any  pramana. 

1  Tatra  gurunam  mate  jnanasya  svaprakasarupatvat  tajjnanapra- 
manyam  tenaiva  grhyate.  Bhattanam  mate  jnanam  atlndriyam,  jnana- 
janya  jnatata  pratyaksa,  taya  ca  jnanam  anumiyate.  MurarimisranSm 
mate  anuvyavasayena  jnanam  grhyate.  Sarvesam  api  mate  tajjnanavisa- 
yakajnanena  tajjnanapramanyam  grhyate  ( Siddhantamuktdvali ,  135). 

»  See  also  Nydyaratnakara,  ii.  47. 

3  ”  It  is  only  for  their  origination  that  positive  entities  require  a  cause. 
When  they  once  have  originated  they  by  themselves  energise  with  regard 
to  their  various  effects  ”  (ii.  48).  A  jar  may  require  clay,  etc.,  for  its  pro¬ 
duction,  but  it  performs  the  function  of  holding  water  by  itself.  A  cognition 
may  require  a  cause  for  its  production,  but  it  does  not  depend  on  the  causes 
for  its  function  of  ascertaining  the  true  nature  of  things.  Thus  the 
Mlmamsaka  argues  that  there  is  no  contradiction  between  svatahpramanya 
and  dependence  on  causes  like  sense-contact,  etc.  The  sense-contact,  etc., 
are  generally  inferred  after  the  rise  of  knowledge.  Only  in  the  case  ol' 
memory  is  dependence  on  previous  experience  obvious. 
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on  ad  infinitum.1  The  doctrine  of  self-evidence  (svatahpra- 
manya)  holds  that  cognitions  by  themselves  are  valid,  and 
their  validity  can  be  set  aside  only  by  the  contrary  nature 
of  their  objects  or  by  the  recognition  of  discrepancies  in  their 
causes. z  When  we  mistake  a  rope  for  a  snake  and  find  later 
that  it  is  a  rope  and  not  a  snake,  our  first  cognition  is  set 
aside  as  invalid.  When  we  recognise  defects  in  the  instru¬ 
ments  of  cognition,  we  suspect  the  validity  of  the  cognition. 
One  suffering  from  jaundice  thinks  that  the  shell  is  yellow. 
When  he  recognises  the  disorder  in  the  eye,  he  attributes  the 
yellowness  to  the  eye  and  admits  that  the  shell  is  white. 
So  long  as  we  do  not  cognise  discrepancies  there  is  no  reason¬ 
able  ground  for  doubt.  Cognitions  are  externally  invalidated 
either  by  the  discovery  through  other  means  of  the  real 
character  of  the  object,  or  by  the  discovery  of  the  defects 
in  the  instruments  of  cognition.  Every  cognition  due  to  one 
of  the  recognised  modes  of  knowledge  is  to  be  regarded  as 
valid  so  long  as  there  are  not  any  special  reasons  for  doubt. 
The  invalidity  of  a  conception  is  never  inherent,  and  is  always 
arrived  at  by  extraneous  means. 3  Even  when  we  are  in 
doubt,  say,  as  to  the  true  nature  of  a  thing  perceived  at  a 
distance  or  in  faint  light,  we  can  resolve  the  doubt  by  a  second 
cognition  springing  from  improved  conditions.  It  may  be 
that,  in  some  cases,  the  second  has  to  be  corrected  by  a  third, 
and  sometimes  the  third  may  have  to  be  corrected  by  a 
fourth  ;  but,  in  most  cases,  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  beyond  a 
small  number.4  According  to  Kumarila,  a  series  of  cognitions 
carried  on  for  three  or  four  stages  results  in  a  cognition  which 
is  absolutely  true.5 

1  S.V.,  ii.  49-5 1 .  1  S.V.,  ii.  53. 

3  S.V.,  ii.  85  and  87.  Yatra  karanadosajnanam  badhakajnanarh  va 
tatra  mithyatvam  ( Sastradlpika ,  p.  142).  Jnanasya  pramanyam  svatah, 
apramanyam  paratah. 

4  S.V.,  ii.  61. 

5  Parthasarathi  says  :  “  The  well-known  causes  of  the  falsity  of  cognition 
are  certain  defects  connected  with  place,  time,  circumstance,  sense-organs, 
the  object  of  cognition,  and  so  on.  Where  the  existence  of  such  defects 
is  excluded — as,  e.g.,  when  a  man  fully  awake  and  in  full  possession  of  his 
faculties  perceives,  in  bright  daylight,  a  jar  placed  close  to  him — no 
suspicion  of  defects  can  arise,  and  hence  no  idea  of  the  perception  not  being 
valid.  In  other  cases  there  may  be  the  possibility  of  a  defect — the  object, 
e.g.,  may  be  at  a  distance — and  hence  suspicion  of  the  invalidity  of  the 
perception  may  arise  ;  but  generally,  by  one  further  step,  by  walking  up 
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Kumarila  believes  that  even  a  cognition  of  shell  as  silver 
is  valid  as  cognition.  The  cogniser  at  the  time  has  the 
cognition.  That  it  is  rejected  by  subsequent  experience  is 
another  matter.  Even  in  the  cognition  of  the  shell  as  yellow 
there  is  a  real  yellowness  belonging  to  the  bile  of  the  eye 
which  is  perceived.  Doubtful  cognition,  as  when  we  are 
uncertain  whether  a  tall  object  we  perceive  at  a  distance  is 
a  man  or  a  post,  is  a  valid  one,  since  we  perceive  tallness 
and  remember  two  different  objects  which  are  both  tall. 
Erroneous  cognition  is  simply  due  to  incomplete  apprehension 
or  non-apprehension.  It  is  not  due  to  positive  misappre¬ 
hension,  but  to  negative  non-apprehension.1  Parthasarathi 
defines  valid  cognition  as  that  which,  being  free  from  dis¬ 
crepancies,  apprehends  things  not  already  apprehended.2 
The  self-evident  character  of  knowledge  is  not  compromised 
by  this  view. 3  It  merely  restates  the  character  of  appre¬ 
hension,  which  is  of  its  own  nature  valid.  Validity  is  a 
property  of  knowledge,  though  we  may  and  do  test  the  truth 
of  our  knowledge  by  finding  out  whether  it  coheres  with 
other  knowledge  or  is  in  conflict  with  it.  All  this,  however, 
is  but  the  external  test  of  truth  ;  it  does  not  give  us  its  inner 
nature. 

If  coherence  is  the  nature  of  truth  and  not  merely  its  test, 
then  it  will  be  difficult  to  get  at  truth,  for  we  cannot  escape 
from  the  vicious  circle.  Kumarila  and  Parthasarathi  may 
tell  us  that  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  go  beyond  three  or 

to  the  thing,  one  of  the  two  alternatives — to  the  simultaneous  presence  of 
which  doubt  is  due — may  be  determined  as  true,  and  the  question  settled 
in  this  simple  way.  ...  As  soon  as  it  appears  that  a  suspected  defect  has 
no  real  existence,  the  cognition,  the  validity  of  which  that  defect  appeared 
to  threaten,  asserts  itself  in  its  svatahpramanya  (intrinsic  validity)  ” 
(Nydyaratnakara  on  S.V.,  ii.  58  and  60-61). 

1  The  non-authoritativeness  of  cognitions  is  of  three  different  kinds  : 
false  cognition,  non-cognition  (ajnana),  and  doubt.  Doubtful  and  false 
cognitions  are  positive  entities  due  to  defective  causes,  and  in  non-cognition 
we  have  simply  the  absence  of  causes  (S.V.,  ii.  54-55). 

1  Karanadosabadhakajnanarahitam  agrhitagrahijnanam  pramanam  (£as- 
tradlpikd,  p.  123). 

3  But  see  Jha  :  Prabhdkara  Mlmamsd,  ii.  In  this  difficulty  it  is  suggested 
that  the  term  “  validity  ”  is  used  in  two  different  senses.  Every  cognition 
as  cognition  is  valid,  and  in  this  sense  error,  remembrance,  etc.,  are  also 
valid.  But  for  practical  purposes  a  distinction  is  made  between  valid 
cognitions  which  stand  the  test  of  action  and  invalid  cognitions  which  do  not. 
See  P.  Sastri :  Purva  Mlmamsd,  ch.  ii. 
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four  cognitions.  If  we  once  allow  that  validity  is  mediate, 
then  we  cannot  be  sure  of  the  absolute  validity  of  any 
cognition.1 

The  critics  of  the  Mlmamsa  theory  urge  that  it  will  not  be  possible 
for  us  to  distinguish  cognitions,  if  they  do  not  have  forms.  Since  the 
only  thing  that  distinguishes  one  cognition  from  another  is  the  object, 
the  cognition  is  said  to  assume  the  form  of  the  object.  It  is  asserted 
that  there  is  an  identity  between  the  cognition  and  the  thing  cognised. 
The  MImamsaka  points  out  that,  if  there  were  an  identity  between 
the  cognising  self  and  the  thing  cognised,  the  latter  cannot  be  said  to 
be  apprehended  by  the  former.  Nor  is  the  form  the  only  basis  of 
distinction  among  cognitions.  There  is  such  a  thing  as  samvedana, 
or  knowledge  of  a  person,  which  is  the  manifestation  of  a  special  kind 
of  merit  (dharma),  which  favours  his  active  operation  towards  a 
certain  object.  That  object  with  regard  to  which  it  favours  the 
activity  of  the  cogniser  is  cognised.  Since  each  cognition  tends  to 
active  operation  towards  a  distinct  object,  there  is  a  basis  for  distinction. 

The  Naiyayika  does  not  accept  the  doctrine  of  the  self -validity 
of  knowledge.  Knowledge  does  not  testify  to  its  own  truth.  There 
is  no  security  that  our  cognitions  always  correspond  with  reality. 
When  we  act  on  our  ideas,  we  are  sometimes  successful  and  sometimes 
not.  In  the  former  case  we  infer  validity,  in  the  latter  invalidity.  > 

The  Mlmamsa  theory  of  self-validity  points  out  that 
validity  is  a  quality  of  all  knowing  inseparable  from  it. 
Correspondence  and  coherence  test  the  validity,  but  do  not 
produce  it.  They  do  not  describe  to  us  the  nature  of  valid 
cognition.  The  function  of  knowledge  is  the  cognitive  one 
of  knowing  objects.  It  always  involves  the  relation  of  mind 
to  reality.  The  mind,  moreover,  works  in  accordance  with 
the  laws  of  thought,  which,  in  a  sense,  are  inviolable.  When 
we  say,  “  This  is  bread/’  what  we  call  bread  may  not  really 
be  bread,  but  at  the  moment  of  judgment  we  accept  it  as 
bread  and  cannot  resist  the  force  of  the  idea.  No  doubt 

1  This  is  perhaps  what  Professor  Stout  has  in  view  when  he  observes  : 
“  In  the  end,  truth  cannot  be  recognised  merely  through  its  coherence  with 
other  truth.  In  the  absence  of  immediate  cognition  the  principle  of 
coherence  would  be  like  a  lever  without  a  fulcrum.  ...  To  affirm  that 
all  cognition  is  mediate  in  this  sense  leads  inevitably  to  a  vicious  circle. 
If  mediate  cognition  could  only  be  mediated  by  cognitions  which  are 
themselves  merely  mediate,  knowledge  could  never  get  a  start.  It  is  as  if 
one  should  say  that,  in  building  a  wall,  every  brick  must  be  laid  on  the  top 
of  another  brick  and  none  directly  on  the  ground  "  [Mind,  1908,  p.  33). 

*  Nydyamanjari,  pp.  160-173. 
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disturbs  our  consciousness,  and  so  the  content  of  the  idea  at 
the  moment  of  judgment  is  absolutely  true  for  us.  All 
judgments,  whether  true  or  false,  have  this  element  of  necessity 
about  them.  This  does  not,  however,  mean  that  judgment 
is  a  mere  game  with  ideas.  There  is  something  given  in  our 
consciousness  that  we  must  accept.  There  is  a  control  exer¬ 
cised  by  reality  over  our  mental  process.  In  every  judgment 
there  is  an  assertion  that  the  datum  stands  for  more  than 
itself,  that  there  is  something  else,  not  now  given,  which  is 
represented  by  it.  Every  judgment  involves,  moreover,  an 
element  of  mental  activity  which  amplifies  the  datum.  It 
interprets  the  datum,  gives  significance  to  it,  and  asserts  that 
it  is  a  part  of  a  whole  not  contained  within  itself.  Though 
the  Mimamsakas  are  realists,  still  Rumania's  statement  that 
a  judgment  is  ascertained  to  be  valid  if  it  is  confirmed  by 
other  judgments  suggests  the  theory  of  coherence  rather  than 
of  correspondence.  The  different  judgments  must  fit  together. 
But  this  inner  coherence  is  not  all.  It  holds  simply  because 
reality  which  is  experienced  is  itself  coherent. 

The  ultimate  problem  of  the  relation  of  mind  to  reality 
which  it  experiences  is  not  raised  by  the  Mimarhsa ;  it 
acquiesces  in  the  common-sense  view  that  reality  as  an 
existent  world  is  external  to  our  thinking.  The  difficulties 
of  the  correspondence  notion  of  truth  which  results  from 
this  position  are  evaded  by  means  of  the  theory  of  the  self¬ 
validity  of  all  cognitions. 


XII 

The  Self 

The  Vedic  injunctions  hold  out  promises  of  rewards  to 
be  enjoyed  in  another  world.  They  would  be  pointless  if 
some  real  self  did  not  survive  the  destruction  of  the  body. 
The  performer  of  a  sacrifice  is  said  to  go  to  heaven,  and 
what  goes  to  heaven  is  not  the  body  of  flesh  and  blood,  but 
non-corporeal  atman.1  Jaimini  does  not  offer  any  detailed 
proof  of  the  reality  of  atman,  but  seems  to  accept  the  argu- 


i 


i.  i.  5- 
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ments  of  the  Vedanta  on  the  question.1  He  distinguishes  the 
self  (purusa)  from  the  understanding  (buddhi)  and  the  senses 
(indriyas).2  Sahara  accepts  the  reality  of  a  permanent  cogniser 
which  is  “  known  by  itself  and  incapable  of  being  seen  or 
shown  by  others.”  3  Sahara's  view  implies  that  the  atman 
is  one  with  consciousness.  In  refuting  the  Vijnanavada,  he 
says  that  there  is  a  subject  of  cognitions, 4  and  that  subject 
is  known  by  itself. 

The  Mlmarhsaka  thinkers  regard  the  self  as  distinct  from 
the  body,  the  senses  and  the  understanding.  The  self  is 
present  when  buddhi  is  absent,  as  in  sleep.  Even  if  buddhi 
were  concomitant  with  the  self,  we  could  not  say  that  the 
one  is  identical  with  the  other.  The  self  is  not  the  senses, 
since  it  persists  even  when  the  sense-organs  are  injured  or 
destroyed.  There  is  some  entity  which  synthesises  the 
different  sense-data.  The  body  is  material,  and  in  all  cog¬ 
nitions  we  are  aware  of  the  cogniser  as  distinct  from  the 
body.  The  elements  of  the  body  are  not  intelligent,  and  a 
combination  of  them  cannot  give  rise  to  consciousness.  The 
body  is  a  means  to  an  end  beyond  itself,  and  so  is  said  to 
serve  the  soul  which  directs  it.  The  facts  of  memory  prove 
the  reality  of  self.  It  is  admitted  that  the  soul  suffers  change, 
but  through  all  the  changes  the  soul  endures.  Cognition, 
which  is  an  activity  (Kriya),  belongs  to  the  substance  called 
the  soul. 5  It  is  no  argument  against  the  eternal  character  of 
the  soul  that  it  undergoes  modifications.6  Nor  is  it  a  serious 
objection  that,  when  we  reap  the  results,  we  forget  the  actions 
which  bring  them  about.  Refuting  the  Buddhist  conception  of 
the  soul  as  a  series  of  ideas,  each  of  which  gathers  from  its  prede- 

1  Upavarsa,  the  Vrttikara  of  the  two  Mimamsas,  says  (i.  i.  5)  that  the 
question  of  atman  will  be  considered  in  the  Uttara  Mlmamsa.  Sahara 
seems  to  have  been  of  the  same  view,  for  Kumarila  says  in  the  last  verse 
of  his  Atmavada  (S.V.): — 

Ity  aha  nastikyanirakarisnur  atmastitam  bhasyakrd  atra  yuktya 

Drdhatvam  etad  visayas  ca  bodhah  prayati  vedantanisevanena. 

"Thus  the  commentator  (Sahara),  with  a  view  to  refute  atheism,  has 
established  the  existence  of  the  soul  by  means  of  reasoning,  and  this  idea  is 
strengthened  by  a  study  of  the  Vedanta.”  See  S.B.,  iii.  3.  53. 

2  i.  1.  4. 

3  Svasarhved3^ah  sa  bhavati,  nasav  anyena  Sakyate  drastum  darSayitum  va. 

4  Jfianatiriktah  sthayl  jnata  vartate. 

s  S.V.,  Atmavada,  100.  6  S.V.,  Atmavada,  22  and  23. 
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cessors  the  impressions  of  its  past,  Kumarila  urges  that,  if 
the  law  of  karma  is  to  have  any  meaning,  there  must  be  a 
common  substrate.  The  Buddhist  is  not  able  to  account  for 
the  law  of  retribution  or  the  possibility  of  rebirth.  The 
hypothesis  of  a  subtle  body  is  not  of  much  help,  since  the 
relation  of  an  idea  to  it  is  a  mystery.  The  phenomena  of 
self-consciousness,  desire,  memory,  pleasure,  pain  are  unin¬ 
telligible  on  the  Buddhist  view  of  a  series  of  ideas.  So  there 
must  be  something  which  possesses  the  potentiality  of  ideas, 
is  eternal  and  capable  of  rebirth.  The  soul  cannot  be  atomic, 
since  it  apprehends  changes  in  different  parts  of  the  body 
It  is  regarded  as  vibhu  or  all-pervading,  and  as  able  to  connect 
itself  with  one  body  after  another.  The  soul  directs  the  body, 
with  which  it  is  connected,  until  release.  An  omnipresent 
soul  can  act,  since  action  is  not  merely  atomic  movement. 
The  energy  of  the  soul  causes  the  movement  of  the  body. 

The  Mimamsakas  adopt  the  theory  of  the  plurality  of 
selves  1  to  account  for  the  varieties  of  experiences.  We  infer 
the  presence  of  the  soul  from  the  activities  of  the  bodies, 
which  are  inexplicable  without  such  a  hypothesis.  As  my 
actions  are  due  to  my  soul,  other  activities  are  traced  to 
other  souls.  The  differences  of  dharma  and  adharma,  which 
are  qualities  of  souls,  require  the  existence  of  different  souls. 
The  analogy  that  as  the  one  sun,  reflected  in  different  sub¬ 
stances,  becomes  endowed  with  distinct  properties,  the  one  soul 
reflected  in  different  bodies  becomes  endowed  with  different 
qualities,  will  not  hold,  since  the  qualities  that  appear  different 
belong  to  the  reflecting  medium  and  not  the  sun.  If  the  analogy 
were  true,  the  diverse  qualities  appearing  in  connection  with 
the  souls  would  belong  to  the  bodies  and  not  the  soul.  But 
pleasure,  pain,  etc.,  are  qualities  of  the  soul  and  not  of  the  body.2 3 

Prabhakara  understands  by  the  self  something  non- 
intelligent  which  is  the  substrate  of  qualities  like  knowledge, 
activity  and  experience,  or  enjoyment  and  suffering.3  There 

1  Buddhmdriyasarirebhyo  bhinna’  tma  vibhur  dhruvah 
Nanabhutah  pratiksetram  arthajnanesu  bhasate.  (S.S.S.S.,  vi.  206.) 

See  also  S.V.,  Atmavdda,  pp.  5-7. 

2  Jha’s  prabhakara  Mimamsd. 

3  Karta  bhokta  jado  vibhur  iti  prabhakarah.  MadhusQdana  Sarasvati’s 
Siddhdntabindu ,  Nydyaratnavali,  explains  jada  thus:  Sa  ca  jnanasvarupa- 
bhinnatvaj  jadah;  janaml’ti  jnanasrayatvena  sa  bhati,  na  jnanarupatvena. 
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is  no  direct  knowledge  of  a  permanent  identical  self.  The 
latter  is  proved  indirectly  from  the  fact  of  the  recognition 
of  permanent  objects  of  thought.1  In  the  phenomenon  of 
recognition  we  have  the  two  elements  of  recollection  (smrti) 
and  previous  perception  (purvanubhava)  of  the  object.  The 
fact  that  we  are  able  to  remember  a  past  cognition  means 
the  existence  of  a  permanent  self  which  is  the  substrate 
(asraya)  of  the  past  perception  and  the  present  recollection. 
So,  according  to  Prabhakara,  the  permanent  self  or  personal 
identity  is  not  the  object  of  recognition  but  the  substrate 
thereof.2  It  is  all-pervading  and  unchanging.  It  is  not  self- 
illumined,  for  then  we  should  have  knowledge  even  in  deep 
sleep,  which  we  do  not  have,  though  the  self  evidently  exists 
in  deep  sleep.  The  self-luminous  cognition,  “  I  know  the 
jar,”  manifests  the  jar  as  the  object  and  the  self  as  the 
substrate  of  the  cognition.  The  self  is  immediately  known  as 
the  substrate  of  the  cognition,  even  as  the  jar  is  known  as  the 
object  of  the  cognition.  What  appears  as  the  “  I  ”  is  the 
self,  free  from  all  objective  elements.  Since  the  self  is 
manifested  to  us  in  all  cognitions,  even  in  those  in  which 
there  is  no  cognition  of  the  body,  the  self  is  regarded  as 
distinct  from  the  body.  The  self  is  not  perceptible  in  itself, 
but  is  always  known  as  the  agent  (karta)  of  the  cognition 
and  not  the  object  (karma).  The  act  of  cognition  does  not 
produce  its  result  (svaphala)  in  the  self,  so  that  the  self  is 
never  an  object  of  perception,  external  or  internal.  There 
is  no  such  thing  as  self-consciousness  apart  from  object- 
consciousness.  The  self  cannot  be  the  subject  as  well  as  the 
object  of  consciousness. 3  It  is  the  agent,  the  enjoyer,  and  is 
omnipresent,  though  non-conscious.  It  is  thus  entirely  dis¬ 
tinct  from  the  body,  senses  and  understanding,  is  manifested 

*  Vivaratyaprameyasamgrata.  Thibaut’s  E.T.,  p.  405  ( Indian  Thought, 
vol.  i.). 

1  The  Advaita  disputes  this  view.  In  the  act  of  recollection  there  is 
the  present  self;  in  the  previous  perception  there  was  the  past  self;  and  the 
gulf  between  the  two  cannot  be  bridged,  unless  it  be  through  an  act  of 
recognition,  which  would  require  another,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  It  cannot 
be  argued  that  the  present  recollection  and  the  previous  perception  jointly 
apprehend  the  continued  existence  of  the  self,  since  the  two,  one  past  and  the 
other  present,  cannot  come  together. 

3  Sdstradipikd,  pp.  348-349. 
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in  all  cognitions,  and  is  eternal.  Prabhakara  denies  that  the 
soul  is  of  the  size  of  an  atom  or  of  the  body  which  it  informs. 
Though  it  is  omnipresent,  it  cannot  experience  what  is  going 
on  in  another  body,  since  it  can  experience  only  that  which 
goes  on  in  the  bodily  organism  brought  about  by  the  past 
karma  of  the  soul.  There  are  many  souls,  one  in  each  body. 
In  its  liberated  state  the  soul  continues  to  exist  as  a  mere 
esse  (sat),  serving  as  the  substratum  of  the  collective  cognition 
of  all  things  taken  together,  but  not  of  feeling,  since  the 
properties  of  pleasure  and  pain  cannot  manifest  themselves 
except  in  a  body.  It  is  imperishable,  since  it  is  not  brought 
into  existence  by  any  cause.1 

Parthasarathi  argues  that  there  is  no  contradiction  in 
holding  that  the  self  is  both  the  subject  and  the  object  of 
perception.  When  Prabhakara  says  that  the  self  is  mani¬ 
fested  by  the  act  of  cognition,  he  means  that  the  self  is  also 
an  object  of  consciousness.  In  the  phenomena  of  recognition 
and  recollection  the  object  appears  in  consciousness  and  not 
the  subject.  It  is  the  self  apprehended  as  the  object  of 
perception  that  is  represented  in  consciousness  as  the  object 
of  present  recollection  and  recognition.  If,  in  the  recognition 
of  the  self,  the  self  were  not  an  object,  then  the  act  would  be 
objectless,  but  there  can  be  no  consciousness  without  an 
object.  So  the  self  must  be  regarded  as  the  object  of  self- 
consciousness.2  The  self  is  cognised  by  the  same  process  of 
valid  cognition  as  the  objects  themselves,  but  even  then  the  self 
is  the  subject  of  cognition  and  not  the  object,  even  as  a  person 
who  walks,  though  he  has  the  action  of  walking  as  his  own, 
is  regarded  only  as  the  agent  of  walking  and  not  its  object. 

According  to  the  followers  of  Kumarila,  the  self  is  not  manifested 
in  every  cognitive  act.  The  object-consciousness  is  not  always  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  self.  One  sometimes  knows  the  object  “  this  is  a  jar,” 
but  one  does  not  know  that  he  knows  the  jar.  While  the  self  is  not 
manifested  as  the  subject  or  the  object  of  the  object-consciousness 
(visayavitti),  sometimes  there  occurs  along  with  the  object-conscious¬ 
ness  another  distinct  consciousness,  viz.  self-consciousness  (aharhprat- 
yaya),  of  which  the  self  is  the  object.  Prabhakara  is  right  in  holding 
that  the  subject  is  always  involved  in  the  consciousness  of  not-self. 


1  Jha’s  Prabhakara  Mlmamsa.  1  Pp  344  h 
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but  it  is  not  always  explicitly  manifested.  Between  the  presence 
of  the  self  and  the  consciousness  of  the  presence,  there  is  a  differ¬ 
ence  and  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  be  aware  of  the  self  whenever  we 
apprehend  an  object.  The  self  is  manifested  only  in  self-conscious¬ 
ness,  which  cannot  be  identified  with  object-consciousness.  Self- 
consciousness  marks  a  higher  degree  of  conscious  life  than  the  mere 
consciousness  of  the  object.1  There  is  a  distinction  between  direct 
or  primary  experience  as  the  apprehension  of  the  object  and  reflective 
or  secondary  experience  as  the  return  of  the  mind  on  itself. 

Prabhakara  does  not  admit  that  the  atman  is  the  same  as  samvit, 
or  consciousness,  and  is  therefore  obliged  to  say  that  the  atman  is  not 
self -illumined.  But  it  is  difficult  to  defend  this  view.  The  atman  is 
the  pramatr  or  the  knower,  and  Prabhakara  describes  samvit  or  con¬ 
sciousness,  as  the  knower,  and  sometimes  as  cognition.3  In  refuting 
the  theory  of  Kumarila  that  the  self  is  an  object  of  mental  perception, 
Salikanatha  admits  that  the  self  is  self-illumined  and  also  involved  in 
the  cognition  of  external  objects, 3  so  that  it  is  not  the  unconscious 
substrate  of  consciousness.  Samvit  is  self-illumined,  though  it  is  not 
cognised  as  an  object  of  consciousness.  Again,  cognitions  are  said  to 
be  parinamas  (modifications)  of  the  self,  and  so  the  nature  of  the 
self  must  be  consciousness,  otherwise  it  cannot  be  modified  into 
cognitions.  The  self  or  consciousness  can  never  the  the  object  of 
consciousness,  but  this  does  not  mean  that  it  is  non-conscious.  It  is 
the  basis  of  all  knowledge.  In  knowledge  itself  it  appears  as  the 
subject  or  the  ego.  The  ego  is  neither  more  nor  less  than  the  self,  of 
which  we  are  immediately  conscious  as  the  subject  or  substrate  of 
cognition.  The  self  is  neither  a  substance,  nor  a  quality,  nor  an  action. 
It  is  mere  consciousness.  As  the  Advaita  Vedanta  would  put  it,  it 
becomes  an  ego  when  illusorily  associated  with  the  organ  of  egoity. 
The  “  ego-form  ”  is  absent  in  deep  sleep,  when  the  self  is  freed  from 
all  shackles  of  egoity.  In  the  cognition  of  objects,  the  all-pervading 
atman  or  consciousness,  appears  as  qualified  by  its  relation  to  the 
object.  Prabhakara  seems  to  be  aware  that  his  theory  leads  him  to 
the  position  associated  with  the  Advaita  Vedanta,  but  is  anxicus  that 
it  should  not  be  stressed,  since  his  main  objective  is  to  emphasise  the 
distinctions  of  persons  and  their  individual  responsibility.  Prabhakara 
says:  “  The  statement  that  the  expressions  ‘  I  ’  and  ‘  mine  ’  indicate  a 
misconception  of  atman  should  be  made  to  those  who  have  subdued  their 
attachment  to  worldly  objects,  and  not  to  those  who  stick  to  karma. ”4 

According  to  Kumarila,  the  soul  is  different  from  the  body, 
eternal  and  omnipresent.  The  atman  is  consciousness  itself, 

1  Sdstradipika,  pp.  344-352. 

2  Samvit  is  used  as  meaning  consciousness.  Sarhvid  utpattikaranam 
atmamanassannikarsakliyam  ( Prakaranapancika ,  p.  63). 

3  Svayamprakasatvena,  visayapratltigocaratvena  ( Prakaranapancika , 

P-  151). 

<  Brhati,  p.  32.  MS.  in  the  Asiatic  Society  of  Bengal , 
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though  the  souls  are  many.1  Since  all  souls  are  of  the  nature 
of  consciousness,  the  Upanisads  speak  of  them  as  one.2 * 4 *  The 
atman  is  consciousness  as  well  as  the  substrate  of  cognition, 
which  is  a  product  of  the  atm  an. 3  The  existence  of  the  self 
is  inferred  through  the  notion  of  “  I.”  The  self  is  manifested 
by  itself,  though  imperceptible  to  others. 4  The  self  is  an 
object  of  cognition,  since  it  is  directly  perceived  as  the  jar  is. 
It  is  the  object  of  mental  perception  (manasa-pratyaksa). 
The  self  is  both  the  object  and  the  subject  of  knowledge^ 
and  this  is  no  contradiction,  since  we  distinguish  in  the  self 
a  substantial  (dravya)  element,  which  is  the  object  of  cog¬ 
nition,  and  an  element  of  consciousness  (bodha),  which  is 
the  subject  of  cognition.6  The  followers  of  Prabhakara 
object  to  this  view.  If  the  substantive  element  of  the  self 
is  non-intelligent,  then  it  is  not  self  at  all.  What  remains 
is  the  conscious  element  only,  and  it  cannot  serve  as  both 
subject  and  object.  It  is  partless,  and  therefore  incapable  of 
undergoing  changes  so  as  to  have  simultaneously  the  character 
of  both  subject  and  object.  If  substantiality  constitutes  the 
object  of  consciousness,  then  the  self  cannot  be  the  subject 
or  the  knower,  since  it  is  as  much  a  substance  as  a  jar  is. 
If  Kumarila  urges  that  the  pure  form  of  consciousness  is  the 
subject,  while  the  same  consciousness  empirically  modified 
is  the  object, 7  then  we  seem  to  have  three  types,  viz. 
consciousness  of  an  object  in  itself  (suddhavisayagrahanam) , 
pure  subject  (suddhajnatrta)  and  the  subject  modified  by  an 
object  like  a  jar  (ghatavacchinnajnatrta).  Besides,  since  the 
self  is  directly  revealed  in  every  cognition  of  an  object  as  its 
cogniser,  it  is  unnecessary  to  assume  another  cognition  like 


1  S.V.,  Atmavada,  74-75.  1  Tantravarttika,  ii.  1,5. 

3  Kamanuja,  who  accepts  a  similar  view,  regards  cognition  as  an  eternal 
quality  of  the  atman,  capable  of  expansion  and  contraction,  while  Kumarila 

thinks  that  cognition  is  an  evolution  (parinama)  of  atman  which  arises 
through  the  pramanas. 

4  S.V.,  Atmavada,  142-3.  5  S.V.,  Atmavada,  107. 

6  Cp.  N y ay aratn avail.  “  Atma.no'  sti  arasadvaj^am,  cidamso’  cidamsas  ca; 

cidamsena  drastrtvam  acidariisena  jhanasukhadiparinamitvam  ‘mam  aham 
janami’  iti  jneyatvam  ca  ”  (P.  Sastri:  Purva  Mimamsa,  p.  95).  See  also 
V i v aranap ran ey asamgra h a ,  Thibaut’s  E.T.,  Indian  Thought,  vol.  i.,  p.  357. 

?  Ghafavacchinna  hi  jnatjrta  grahya,  £uddhaiva  jnatrta  grahika  ( Nydya • 
manjari,  43<>1 
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internal  perception,  which  is  said  to  reveal  directly  the  sell 
as  its  object. 

If  knowledge  belongs  to  the  self,  then  the  self  cannot  be 
non-sentient.  If  the  self  is  consciousness,  then  it  is  self- 
established,  for  all  proof  assumes  its  reality.1  In  Kumarila 
objects  seem  to  be  connected  with  consciousness  by  means  of 
vrtti.  The  unconscious  element  (acidamsa)  of  the  atman  is, 
perhaps,  the  antahkarana  (the  inner  organ),  through  which 
the  self  is  evolved  into  the  form  of  the  vrtti.  Simply  because 
the  atman  is  both  subject  and  object  in  the  phenomenon  of 
self-consciousness,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  has  elements  of 
consciousness  and  unconsciousness.  In  fact,  we  see  that 
both  Prabhakara  and  Kumarila  are  struggling  towards  a 
more  adequate  conception  of  the  self  which  they  are  unable 
to  reach  on  account  of  their  practical  interests. 


XIII 

The  Nature  of  Reality 

The  Mimamsaka  theory  of  perception  assumes  the  reality 
of  objects,  for  perception  arises  only  when  there  is  contact 
with  real  objects.2 3  When  we  perceive,  we  perceive  objects 
and  not  our  cognitions. 3  We  infer  the  cognition,  but  do  not 
perceive  it.  The  doctrine  of  the  sell- validity  of  knowledge  im¬ 
plies  the  reality  of  objects  which  are  apprehended.  Kumarila 
refutes  the  theory  that  ideas  have  no  foundation  (nira- 
lambanavada)  as  well  as  the  theory  that  the  external  reality 
is  a  mere  void  (sunyavada).  The  reality  of  the  external 
world  is  the  only  foundation  of  experience  and  life.  If  there 
were  nothing  but  ideas,  all  our  judgments,  which  rest  on  the 
belief  in  external  reality,  would  be  false.  That  cognitions 
have  real  substrata  in  the  external  world  is  not  contradicted 
by  further  knowledge.  If  it  is  said  that  the  unreality  of 
waking  cognitions  follows  from  the  insight  of  the  Yogis, 
Kumarila  answers  by  denying  the  validity  of  yogic  insight, 

1  See  Suresvara’s  Sambandhavaritika,  1066. 

1  Satsamprayoga,  M.S.,  i.  1.4. 

3  Arthavisaya  pratyak§abuddhir  na  buddhivi?aya.  §abar?  on  i.  1.  4, 
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and  cites  other  yogic  intuitions  which  confirm  the  reality  of 
the  world.  The  Mimarhsa  thinkers  do  not  support  the  theory 
of  the  phenomenality  of  the  world.  “  If  it  be  the  conclusion 
of  those  who  know  Brahman  that  all  that  is  known  is  false, 
and  that  what  is  not  known  is  true,  I  beg  to  part  from  them 
with  a  bow.”  1  The  universe  is  real  and  is  independent  of 
the  mind  which  perceives  it. 

Prabhakara  admits  eight  categories  of  substance  (dravya), 
quality  (guna),  action  (karma),  generality  (samanya),  inherence 
(paratantrata),  force  (sakti),  similarity  (sadrsya),  and  number 
(samkhya).  Substance,  quality  and  action  are  explained 
practically  on  the  lines  of  the  Nyaya  theory.  Samanya  is, 
according  to  Prabhakara,  real.  It  exists  in  each  individual 
entirely  and  is  an  object  of  sense-perception.  It  has  not  a 
separate  existence  apart  from  individuals.  Prabhakara  does 
not  admit  the  existence  of  the  highest  genus,  on  the  ground 
that  we  have  no  consciousness  of  it.  We  do  not  perceive  a 
number  of  objects  as  merely  existing.  When  we  speak  of  an 
individual  object  as  existent  (sat),  we  mean  that  the  individual 
has  its  specific  existence  (svarupasatta).  We  do  not  perceive 
a  thing  apart  from  its  qualities.  The  universal  and  the 
particular  are  related  by  way  of  samavaya,  or  inherence. 
When  a  new  individual  is  bom,  a  new  relation  of  inherence  is 
generated  by  which  the  individual  is  brought  into  relation 
with  the  class  character  that  exists  in  the  other  individuals. 
When  an  individual  is  destroyed,  the  relation  of  inherence 
between  the  individual  and  the  universal  is  destroyed. 
Inherence  is  not  eternal  (nitya),  since  it  subsists  in  perishable 
things  as  well.  It  is  not  one,  but  is  as  many  as  there  are 
things.  It  is  both  produced  and  unproduced,  perceptible  and 
imperceptible,  in  accordance  with  the  nature  of  the  things  to 
which  it  belongs.  Force  is  the  common  name  given  to  the 
potency  by  which  substances,  qualities,  actions  and  generalities 
happen  to  be  the  causes  of  things.2  The  potency  which  is 
inferred  from  the  effects  is  eternal  in  eternal  things  and  non- 
eternal  in  others.  According  to  Prabhakara,  similarity  must 

1  Brhatl,  p.  30.  See  also  Sdstradipika:  Advaitamatanirasa. 

1  The  view,  that  an  unseen  power  resides  in  the  cause  which  produces 
the  effect,  is  criticised  by  the  Naiyayika  on  the  ground  that  this  power  is  not 
a  matter  of  observation  or  inference.  See  Kusumanjali,  i. 
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not  be  confused  with  substance,  quality  or  action,  since  it 
abides  in  qualities  by  internal  relation.  Substance  cannot 
abide  in  qualities,  nor  can  a  quality  or  action  abide  in  another 
quality  or  action.  Similarity  is  not  identical  with  generic 
nature,  since  it  depends  on  its  correlative.  It  belongs  to 
genera  also,  as  when  we  say  that  the  genus  of  a  cow  is  like 
that  of  a  horse.  It  cannot  be  identified  with  non-existence, 
since  it  is  not  cognised  in  relation  to  its  counter-entity.  We 
have  already  seen  that  similarity  cannot  be  known  through  per¬ 
ception;  inference  or  testimony  and  upamana  or  comparison, 
give  us  a  knowledge  of  it.1  Force,  similarity  and  number  are 
regarded  as  independent  categories,  since  they  cannot  be 
reduced  to  others.  Visesa  of  the  Naiyayika  is  not  recognised, 
since  it  denotes  a  particular  kind  of  quality.  Abhava,  or 
non-existence,  is  nothing  apart  from  its  basis  in  space  where 
it  is  supposed  to  exist. 

Kumarila  divides  all  categories  into  positive  (bhava)  and 
negative  (abhava).  The  latter  are  of  four  kinds:  prior, 
posterior,  absolute  and  mutual.  The  positive  categories  are 
of  four  kinds:  substance,  quality,  action  and  generality. 
Force  (sakti)  and  similarity  (sadrsya)  are  brought  under 
substance.  Potency  is  a  property  of  objects  which  we  infer 
but  do  not  perceive.  It  is  brought  into  existence  along  with 
things.  Number  is  a  quality.  Force  is  natural  (sahaja)  or 
produced  (adheya).  Similarity  is  only  a  quality  consisting 
in  the  fact  that  more  than  one  object  has  the  same  set  of 
features.  It  cannot  be  a  distinct  category  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  we  are  cognisant  of  different  degrees  of  similarity  in  our 
ordinary  experience.  Inherence  is  not,  for  Kumarila,  some¬ 
thing  distinct  from  the  things  themselves  in  which  it  exists.2 
Like  Prabhakara,  Kumarila  holds  that  generic  nature  is 
perceptible. 3  Relation  subsists  between  things  which  are  dis¬ 
tinct,  but  inherence  is  said  to  be  a  relation  between  things 
which  are  inseparable,  like  the  class  and  the  individual,  and 
so  it  is  an  impossible  conception. 

Substance  is  that  in  which  qualities  reside,  and  there  are 
nine  substances :  earth,  water,  air,  fire,  aka£a,  self,  mind,  time 

1  Pvakara'Aapa'ficika,  pp.  iio  ff,  1  S.V  ,  Pratyaksasiitra,  pp.  146-150. 

3  Indriyagocara,  S.V.,  V  anavada,  24. 


THE  PORVA  MIMAMSA 


417 


and  space.  Kumarila  adds  darkness  and  sound  to  this  list.1 
Earth,  water,  air  and  fire  possess  colour  and  tangibility,  and 
so  are  the  objects  of  the  senses  of  sight  and  touch  when 
they  are  not  in  their  atomic  state.  The  other  substances  are 
not  perceptible  but  only  inferred.  The  apparent  whiteness 
of  akasa  is  due  to  the  particles  of  fire  in  it.  Akasa  is  inferred 
as  the  substratum  of  sound.  Air,  in  Prabhakara’s  view,  is 
neither  hot  nor  cold.  The  heat  or  coldness  of  it  is  due  to 
the  fire  or  water  particles  diffused  in  it.  It  is  perceptible, 
according  to  Kumarila,  through  touch. 

In  the  statement  of  qualities,  and  their  assignment  to  substances, 
Prabhakara  and  Kumarila  are  indebted  to  the  VaKesika.  Kumarila 
enumerates  the  twenty-four  qualities  after  Pra6astapada,  only 
substituting  tone  (dhvani)  for  sound,  and  manifestation  and  potency 
for  merit  and  demerit.  While  Prabhakara  asserts  that  individuality 
applies  to  eternal  things  alone,  Kumarila  holds  that  it  applies  to 
products  as  well  as  eternal  things. 

Action  is  of  the  five  kinds  mentioned  in  the  Vaisesika.  While 
Prabhakara  holds  that  it  is  only  an  object  of  inference,  Kumarila 
maintains  that  it  is  perceived.  According  to  Prabhakara,  we  say  we 
see  motion  when  we  see  conjunction  and  disjunction  with  points  of 
space.  These  contacts  are  in  space  while  motion  is  in  the  object. 
Kumarila  holds  that  if  motion  is  inferred,  it  can  only  be  inferred  as 
the  immaterial  cause  of  the  conjunction  and  disjunction  of  an  object 
with  points  in  space,  and  this  would  imply  that  it  subsists  both  in  the 
object  and  in  space,  whereas  it  exists  only  in  the  object.  So  he  argues 
that  we  see  motion  which  is  in  the  object  and  which  brings  about 
conjunction  and  disjunction  in  space.  While  Kumarila  admits  the 
existence  of  generalities  of  substance,  quality  and  action,  Prabhakara 
does  not  accept  the  last  two.  The  Purva  Mimamsa  does  not  accept 
the  doctrine  of  original  creation  or  utter  dissolution.2 


XIV 

Ethics 

Dharma  is  the  scheme  of  right  living.  Jaimini  defines 
dharma  as  an  ordinance  or  command.3  Codana,  or  injunction, 

1  Darkness,  according  to  Prabhakara,  is  mere  absence  of  light.  If  it 
were  a  substance  or  a  quality,  it  must  be  perceptible  by  day  also.  Kumarila 
argues  that  darkness  is  a  substance,  since  it  has  the  quality  of  blueness  and 
is  capable  of  motion. 

1  S.V.,  Sambandhaksepapcirihara,  113. 

3  Codanalaksano  'rtho  dharmah  (i.  1.  2). 
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is  the  laksana  or  sign  of  dharma.  It  is  the  jurist’s  definition 
of  law.  According  to  Sahara,  codana  denotes  utterances 
which  impel  men  to  action.1  The  “  ought  ”  has  an  external 
source,  since  duties  are  revealed  to  us  by  a  power  not  our¬ 
selves.  The  word  “  codana  ”  has  another  meaning,  namely, 
inspiration  or  impulsion  from  within.  What  appeals  to  the 
heart  within  agrees  with  what  is  commanded  from  without. 
The  individual’s  will  and  the  verdict  of  the  race  agree.  The 
commentators  make  out  that  what  is  enjoined  has  the  capacity 
to  produce  more  pleasure  than  pain;  so  the  courses  of  conduct 
prescribed  lead  to  desirable  ends.  Happiness  is  the  goal 
recognised  by  the  Purva  Mimamsa,  though  it  is  not  happiness 
in  this  world.  For  the  sake  of  happiness  hereafter  we  have 
to  practise  self-denial  here.  Activities  which  result  in  loss  or 
pain  (anartha)  are  not  dharma.  Dharma  is  what  is  enjoined, 
and  it  leads  to  happiness.2 3 4  If  we  do  not  observe  the  com¬ 
mands,  we  not  only  miss  our  happiness  but  become  subject 
to  suffering. 

The  ethics  of  the  Purva  Mimamsa  is  founded  on  revela¬ 
tions  The  Vedic  injunctions  lay  down  the  details  of  dharma. 
Good  action,  according  to  the  MImamsaka,  is  what  is  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Veda.  The  smrti  texts,  according  to  the 
orthodox  theory,  have  corresponding  Vedic  texts,  though 
some  of  them  may  be  lost.  If  the  smrtis  are  in  conflict  with 
the  sruti,  the  former  are  to  be  disregarded. 4  When  we  find 
that  the  smrtis  are  laid  down  with  a  selfish  interest,  they 
must  be  thrown  out. 5  Next  to  the  smrtis  is  the  practice  of 
good  men  or  custom.6  The  duties  which  have  no  scriptural 
sanction  are  explained  on  principles  of  utility.  If  we  perform 
any  acts  in  response  to  natural  instincts,  we  are  not  virtuous. 7 
The  life  of  the  Hindu  is  governed  by  the  rules  of  the  Vedas, 
so  that  Mimamsa  rules  are  very  important  for  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  Hindu  law. 

To  gain  salvation,  we  have  to  observe  nitya  karmas  like 
sandhya,  etc.,  and  naimittika  karmas  when  the  proper  occasion 

1  Codaneti  kriyayah  pravartakam  vacanam  ahuh  (Sahara  on  i.  i.  2). 

3  Command  corresponds  to  vidhi,  duty  to  dharma,  and  sanction  to  phala. 

3  Cp.  Paley’s  definition  of  Virtue  as  “  the  doing  good  to  mankind  in 
obedience  to  the  will  of  God  and  for  the  sake  of  everlasting  happiness.” 

4  i.  3.  3.  5  i.  3.  4.  6  i.  3.  8—9.  7  iv.  1.  3. 
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arises.  These  are  unconditional  obligations.  If  we  do  not 
fulfil  them  we  incur  sin  (pratyavaya) .  To  gain  special  ends, 
we  perform  kamya  karmas.  We  need  not  perform  them  if  we 
do  not  care  for  the  ends.  By  avoiding  forbidden  (nisiddha) 
courses  of  conduct  we  avoid  hell,  and  if  we  keep  clear  of 
kamya  (optional)  karmas  we  will  free  ourselves  from  selfish  ends, 
and  if  we  keep  up  the  unconditional  duties  we  attain  salvation. 

According  to  Jaimini,  only  the  three  upper  classes  are 
entitled  to  the  performance  of  sacrifices.  He  has  the  support 
of  Atreya.  But  even  then  there  were  thinkers  like  Badari 
who  held  that  all  castes  were  equally  entitled  to  their  per¬ 
formance.  Jaimini  takes  his  stand  on  the  fact  that  the 
Sudras  cannot  study  the  Vedas,  and  so  holds  that  they  cannot 
perform  sacrifices.1 

The  followers  of  Prabhakara  enter  into  an  elaborate 
analysis  of  volition.  In  the  Siddhantamuktavali,  Prabhakara’s 
view  of  voluntary  action  is  set  forth  as  consisting  of  the 
following  steps:  The  consciousness  of  something  to  be  done 
(karyatajnana),  or  the  feeling  of  the  sense  of  duty;  the  desire 
to  do  it  (ciklrsa),  which  implies  the  consciousness  that  it 
can  be  done  (krtisadhyatajnana) ;  the  volition  (pravrtti);  the 
motor  reaction  (cesta);  and  the  act  (kriya).  Prabhakara 
lays  more  stress  on  the  sense  of  duty  than  on  the  conscious¬ 
ness  of  good,  which  is,  however,  present  in  kamya  karmas. 
In  the  Vedic  sacrifices,  the  injunction  by  its  verbal  power 
(sabdibhavana)  tends  to  produce  action  in  the  agent  towards 
the  end  indicated  in  the  injunction.  The  Mimamsa  assumes 
human  freedom,  otherwise  the  human  individuals  cannot  be 
held  responsible  for  their  acts. 

The  law  of  karma,  when  rightly  understood,  is  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  freedom.  We  can  refrain  from  taking  the  first 
step,  but  when  once  we  take  it  we  are  led  on  easily  to  the 
second  by  the  operation  of  the  law  of  habit.2 

The  Vedas  represent  the  wisdom  of  the  race,  and  if  they  are 


1  vi.  i.  25-38.  Jaimini  is  opposed  by  certain  facts  which  he  tries  hard 
to  explain  away.  In  vi.  1.  44-50,  the  right  of  the  chariot-builder  (rathakara), 
who  is  outside  the  four  castes,  to  the  performance  of  Agnyadhana  sacrifice 
is  admitted.  Nisadas  are  entitled  to  perform  Raudrayajna  (vi.  i.  51-52). 

1  The  ghost  of  Darius  moralises  on  the  Persian  downfall:  "  When  of  our 
own  free  will  we  rush  into  sin,  God  himself  becomes  our  ally.” 
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found  to  conflict  with  enlightened  social  opinion,  a  suspicion 
of  their  validity  naturally  arises.  Kumarila  argues  that 
Vedic  injunctions  have  intrinsic  validity,  since  they  are 
acceptable  to  most  people.  In  his  opinion,  the  social  con¬ 
sciousness  confirms  the  authoritativeness  of  the  Vedic  rules. 
He,  however,  asks  us  to  accept  the  guidance  of  the  Veda  in 
the  matter  of  duty,  and  not  rely  on  such  uncertain  guides 
as  the  social  good  or  the  happiness  of  others.1  The  conduct 
of  the  great  men  also  indicates  to  us  the  nature  of  dharma. 
But  Kumarila  is  afraid  of  supporting  the  principles  of  Buddhism 
on  account  of  their  opposition  to  the  authoritativeness  of  the 
Vedas.  He  has  the  honesty  to  admit  that  the  Buddhist  code 
of  conduct  emphasising  ahimsa  is  a  noble  one,  though  its 
repudiation  of  the  Vedas  is  ignoble.  The  truth  of  Buddhism 
is  mixed  up  with  much  that  is  false,  and  so  he  compares  it 
to  the  milk  put  in  the  dog’s  skin.2 3 4 

The  Vedanta  protests  against  the  doctrine  of  mechanical 
ceremonialism  in  the  same  spirit  in  which  Jesus  protested 
against  the  Pharisees  and  Luther  against  the  doctrine  of 
justification  by  works.  Every  work,  however  holy  it  may 
seem,  may  be  done  in  a  mechanical  way  without  any  feeling 
whatever,  and  cannot  therefore  by  itself  be  of  much  avail  for 
salvation.  Rituation  is  rather  injurious  on  account  of  the  false 
trust  reposed  in  it.  We  may  perform  any  number  of  sacrifices, 
though  they  may  not  effect  much  change  in  the  inner  spirit. 
If  virtue  consists  in  moral  regeneration  or  transformation  of 
the  heart,  what  is  necessary  is  not  the  ceremonial  sacrifice, 
but  the  sacrifice  of  selfishness.  The  Vedas  speak  of  sraddha 
or  faith,  bhakti  or  devotion,  a^d  tapas  or  austerity, 3  which 
are  only  remotely  connected  with  sacrifices.  The  theistic 
views  which  declare  that  all  work  should  be  performed  as  a 
sacrifice  to  God  are  in  conformity  with  the  spirit  of  the  Veda. 
Some  later  MImarh.  akas  hold  this  view.  Laugaksi  Bhaskara 
tells  us  that  when  duty  is  performed  in  a  spirit  of  dedication 
to  God  it  becomes  the  cause  of  emancipation.4  The  scene 

1  S.V.,  ii.  242-47. 

2  £vacarmaniksiptaksiravad  ( Tantravarttika ,  i.  3.  6,  p.  127). 

3  £raddharh  deva  yajamana  .  .  .  upasate  (R.V.,  x.  151-4).  See  also 
R.V.,  x.  167. 

4  Isvararpanabuddhya  kriyamai^as  tu  nihsreyasahetuh  (Arthasamgraha) . 
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of  rewards  in  this  world  or  hereafter  suppresses  the  spirit  of 
disinterestedness  and  self-sacrifice.  The  Mimamsakas,  more¬ 
over,  speak  to  us  mainly  of  sacrifices,1  and  thus  fail  to  cover 
the  major  part  of  human  life. 


XV 

Apurva 

Acts  are  enjoined  with  a  view  to  their  fruits.  There  is  a 
necessary  connection  between  the  act  and  its  result.  An  act 
performed  to-day  cannot  effect  a  result  at  some  future  date 
unless  it  gives  rise  before  passing  away  to  some  unseen  result. 
Jaimini  assumes  the  existence  of  such  an  unseen  force,  which 
he  calls  apurva,2  which  may  be  regarded  either  as  the  imper¬ 
ceptible  antecedent  of  the  fruit,  or  as  the  after-state  of  the 
act.  Since  sacrifices  and  the  like  are  laid  down  for  the  purpose 
of  definite  results  to  follow  after  a  long  time,  the  deferred 
fruition  of  the  action  is  not  possible  unless  it  be  through  the 
medium  of  apurva. 3  Apurva  is  the  metaphysical  link  between 
work  and  its  result. 4  The  Mimamsakas  are  unwilling  to  trace 
the  results  of  actions  to  God’s  will,  since  a  uniform  cause 
cannot  account  for  the  variety  of  effects. 5 

According  to  Kumarila,  apurva  is  a  capability  in  the  principal 
action  or  in  the  agent,  which  did  not  exist  prior  to  the  performance  of 
the  action  and  whose  existence  is  proved  by  the  authority  of  the 
scriptures.  The  positive  force  created  by  the  act  and  leading  to  the 
attainment  of  the  result  is  the  apurva.  Arthapatti,  or  implication, 
proves  the  existence  of  apurva.  If  we  do  not  assume  its  existence, 
many  Vedic  passages  become  inexplicable.  A  sacrifice  performed  by 
an  agent  produces  directly  a  certain  potency  in  the  agent  which 
resides  in  him  like  many  other  powers  throughout  life,  at  the  end  of 
which  it  gains  for  him  the  promised  reward.  According  to  Prabha- 
kara,  apurva  cannot  be  in  the  self,  since  by  its  very  omnipresence  the 
self  is  inactive.  He  does  not  accept  the  view  that  the  action  tends  to 
produce  in  the  agent  a  certain  faculty,  which  is  the  immediate  cause 

1  Yagadir  eva  dharmah,  tallaksanam  vedapratipadyah  prayojanavad 
artho  dharmah  ( A rthasamgraha ,  p.  i). 

2  Something  new,  not  known  before.  3  P.M.S.,  ii.  i.  5. 

4  Cp.  Bhimacarya’s  definition:  Yagadijanyah  svargadijanakah  kascana 
gunaviSesah  ( Nyayakosa ).  5  S.B.,iii.  2.  40. 
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of  the  final  result.  That  the  sacrifice  produces  such  a  faculty  is  not 
proved  either  by  perception,  inference  or  scripture.  Action  is  brought 
out  by  the  exertion  of  the  agent,  and  causal  potency  must  reside  in 
this  exertion.  So  we  must  assume  the  faculty  in  the  action  and  not 
the  agent.  Again  in  iii.  i.  3,  it  is  established  that  the  karya  is  the 
direct  cause  of  the  production  of  the  result  desired  by  the  prompted 
(niyojya)  person.  This  karya  cannot  be  the  act,  since  the  act  is  not 
the  direct  cause  of  the  final  result.  The  karya  is  brought  about  by 
the  act  (krti)  or  the  exertion  of  the  agent,  which  is  due  to  the  prompting 
(niyoga).1  The  exertion  produces  in  the  agent  a  result  (karya),  to 
which  also  Prabhakara  gives  the  name  of  niyoga,  since  this  acts  as  an 
incentive  to  the  agent  to  put  forth  exertion  towards  the  performance 
of  the  action.  But  this  niyoga  cannot  produce  the  result  unless  it 
is  aided  by  fate,  as  Salikanatha  expresses  it.  Prabhakara’s  2  view 
is  not  easy  to  follow,  and  does  not  seem  to  be  an  improvement  on 
Rumania's. 

Uddyotakara  criticises  the  doctrine  of  apurva.  3  It  cannot  be 
eternal,  since,  on  such  a  view,  there  would  be  no  possibility  of  death, 
as  merit  and  demerit  would  be  eternal.  If  apurva  is  one,  then  the 
happiness  and  the  misery  of  all  persons  should  be  alike.  We  cannot 
say  that,  though  apurva  is  one,  the  manifesting  agencies  are  many, 
since  we  do  not  know  what  the  manifesting  agency  is,  whether  it  is  the 
capacity  to  bring  about  the  result  or  a  property  belonging  to  apurva. 
We  cannot  say  whether  the  apurva  is  one  with  the  capacity  or  different 
from  it.  If  we  say  that  the  hidden  apurva  is  made  manifest,  we  must 
explain  how  it  is  first  hidden.  Even  if  the  eternal  apurva  be  different 
for  different  persons,  the  difficulties  of  manifestation  are  not  avoided. 
Samkara  criticises  the  theory  of  apurva  on  the  ground  that  it  is  non¬ 
spiritual  and  cannot  act  unless  it  is  moved  by  something  spiritual. 
The  results  of  actions  cannot  be  explained  by  the  principle  of  apurva 
alone.  If  it  is  said  that  God  acts  in  accordance  with  the  principle  of 
apurva,  it  is  just  the  view  of  the  Vedanta  that  God  acts  with  reference 
to  the  law  of  karma.  4 


XVI 

Moksa 

Jaimini  and  Sahara  did  not  face  the  problem  of  ultimate 
release.  They  pointed  the  way  to  a  life  in  heaven,  but  not 
to  freedom  from  samsara.  But  the  later  writers  could  not 
avoid  the  problem,  since  it  occupied  the  attention  of  the 

1  iii.  1.  3.  *  Prakaranapancika,  pp.  185  ff. 

3  N.V.,  i.  1.  7. 

4  Karmapeksad  apurvapeksad  va  yathastu  tathastu  Isvarat  phalam 
(S.B.,  iii.  2.  41). 
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thinkers  of  the  other  schools.  According  to  Prabhakara, 
liberation  consists  in  the  total  disappearance  of  dharma  and 
adharma,  whose  operation  is  the  cause  of  rebirth.  It  is  defined 
as  “  the  absolute  cessation  of  the  body,  caused  by  the  dis¬ 
appearance  of  all  dharma  and  adharma/’1  The  individual, 
finding  that  in  sarhsara  pleasures  are  mixed  up  with  pain, 
turns  his  attention  to  liberation.  He  tries  to  avoid  the  for¬ 
bidden  acts  as  well  as  the  prescribed  ones  which  lead  to  some 
sort  of  happiness  here  or  hereafter.  He  undergoes  the  neces¬ 
sary  expiations  for  exhausting  the  previously  accumulated 
karma,  and  gradually,  by  a  true  knowledge  of  the  soul  aided 
by  contentment  and  self-control,  gets  rid  of  his  bodily 
existence.2 3 4 5  Mere  knowledge  cannot  give  us  freedom  from 
bondage,  which  can  be  attained  only  by  the  exhaustion  of 
action.  Knowledge  prevents  further  accumulation  of  merit 
and  demerit. 3  Evidently  the  followers  of  Prabhakara  do  not 
regard  karma  by  itself  as  sufficient  for  effecting  release. 
Karma,  in  expectation  of  reward,  leads  to  further  birth. 
Our  likes  and  dislikes  determine  our  future  existences.  We 
must  break  through  the  circle  if  we  want  to  attain  release. 
Liberation  is  the  cessation  of  pleasure  as  well  as  of  pain.  It 
is  not  a  state  of  bliss,  since  the  attributeless  soul  cannot 
have  even  bliss.  Moksa  is  simply  the  natural  form  of  the 
soul. 4 

According  to  Kumarila,  moksa  is  the  state  of  atman  in 
itself,  free  from  all  pain. 5  Some  regard  moksa  as  experience 
of  the  bliss  of  atman.6 7  This,  however,  is  against  the  view 
of  Kumarila,  who  asserts  that  liberation  cannot  be  eternal 
unless  it  is  of  a  negative  character. 7  Parthasarathi  also 
holds  that  the  state  of  release  is  one  of  freedom  from  pain, 
and  not  enjoyment  of  bliss.  The  self  is  the  potency  of  know¬ 
ledge  (jnanasakti).  Cognitions  of  objects  are  due  to  the 

1  Atyantikas  tu  dehocchedo  nissesadharmadharmapariksayanibandhano 
moksa  iti  siddham.  Dharmadharmavaslkrto  jlvas  tasu  tasu  yonisu  sariisarati 
( Prakaranapanciha ,  Tattvaloka,  p.  156). 

*  ^amadamabrahmacaryadikangopabrmhitena'tmajnanena,  p.  157 

3  For  a  different  view,  see  Bhattacintamani ,  Benares  ed.,  p.  57. 

4  Svatmasphuranarupah  (. Prakaranapanciha ,  p.  157). 

5  Paramatmapraptyavasthamatram. 

*  Cittena  svatmasaukhyanubhuti . 

7  S.V.,  Sambandhaksepaparihara,  p.  107. 
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activities  of  the  manas  and  the  senses.  Since  these  have  no 
existence  in  moksa,  the  self  exists  in  its  pure  essence  without 
any  kind  of  manifestation.  It  is  a  state  devoid  of  charac¬ 
teristic  qualities  like  pleasure,  pain  and  the  like.  It  may  be 
regarded  as  a  state  of  consciousness  devoid  of  objective 
cognition  or  feeling  of  any  sort.  Kumarila,  however,  regards 
moksa  as  a  positive  state,  the  realisation  of  the  atman,  and 
this  comes  very  near  to  the  Advaita  view.  He  thinks  that 
knowledge  is  not  enough  for  liberation.  He  believes  that 
release  can  be  attained  through  karma  combined  with 
jnana. 


XVII 

God 

The  Purva  MImamsa  posits  a  number  of  deities  in  order 
that  prescribed  offerings  may  be  made  to  them.  It  does  not 
go  beyond  these  gods,  since  the  observance  of  Vedic  dharma 
does  not  require  the  postulation  of  any  supreme  power. 
Jaimini  does  not  so  much  deny  God  as  ignore  him.  No 
detail  of  the  Vedic  religion  requires  the  assistance  of  God. 
The  dharma  is  laid  down  by  an  eternal  self-existent  Veda, 
and  we  have  already  seen  how  attempts  to  regard  the  Veda 
as  the  work  of  God  are  rejected.  The  rewards  of  sacrifices 
are  not  due  to  any  beneficent  God.  Even  when  the  results 
do  not  appear  at  once,  the  supersensuous  principle  of  apurva 
is  produced,  and  in  time  it  helps  the  sacrificer  to  his  reward. 
There  is  no  reliable  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of  an 
omniscient  being.  Perception,  inference  and  scripture  are  all 
unavailing.  The  passages  of  the  scripture,  which  declare 
"  he  knows  all,”  "  he  knows  the  world,”  extol  the  merits 
of  the  sacrificer.  The  succession  of  works  and  the  consequent 
effects  go  on  from  eternity  to  eternity  like  seed  and  plant. 
The  MImamsa  declines  to  accept  the  belief  in  the  periodic 
creation  and  dissolution  of  all  things.  The  process  of  becoming 
and  passing  away  is  constant.  It  is  idle  to  assume  that  the 
supreme  Lord  brings  to  a  stand  at  one  time  the  potencies  of 
all  the  souls  and  then  awakens  them  all  when  a  new  creation 
starts.  Wlnle  Prabhakara  admits  that  the  universe  has 
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constituent  parts  which  have  a  beginning  and  an  end,  he  holds 
that  the  universe  as  a  whole  has  neither  beginning  nor  end. 
We  do  not  see  the  interference  of  any  divine  being  in  the 
production  of  the  bodies  of  men  and  animals,  which  owe 
their  existence  to  their  parents.  We  cannot  say  that  the 
atoms  act  under  the  will  of  God,  since  in  our  experience  each 
soul  acts  on  the  body  which  belongs  to  it.  But  atoms  are 
not  the  body  of  God.  Even  if  we  grant  a  bodily  organism 
to  God,  the  activity  of  the  latter  must  be  due  to  the  effort 
of  God.  If  the  effort  is  eternal,  the  atoms  would  be  inces¬ 
santly  active.  Nor  can  we  say  that  there  is  a  divine  super- 
viser  of  dharma  and  adharma,  since  they  belong  to  intelligent 
individuals.  One  being,  however  great,  cannot  know  the 
dharma  and  the  adharma  of  another.  God  cannot  perceive 
the  imperceptible  dharma  of  others  through  his  senses  or  by 
his  mind,  since  it  is  outside  his  body.  It  is  difficult  to  under¬ 
stand  the  nature  of  God’s  control  over  dharma  and  adharma. 
The  control  is  not  a  case  of  conjunction  (samyoga),  since 
dharma  and  adharma  are  qualities  and  conjunction  is  possible 
only  for  substances.  It  is  not  a  case  of  samavaya,  since 
dharma  and  adharma  inhere  in  other  souls  and  cannot  inhere 
in  God.1 

Kumarila  criticises  the  Nyaya  view  that  establishes  the 
existence  of  God  by  reasoning,  and  declares  that  the  Vedas 
are  composed  by  God.  If  the  Vedas,  considered  to  be  the  work 
of  God,  say  that  God  is  the  creator  of  the  world,  no  value 
need  be  attached  to  such  a  statement.2  If  the  creator  created 
the  world,  who  can  testify  to  it?  Again,  how  does  he  create 
the  world?  If  he  has  no  material  body,  he  cannot  have  any 
desire  towards  creation.  If  he  has  one,  it  cannot  be  due  to 
himself,  and  so  we  require  another  creator  of  it.  If  his  body 
be  regarded  as  eternal,  of  what  constituents  is  it  made,  since 
earth  and  the  other  elements  are  yet  unproduced?  If  matter 
exists  prior  to  his  creative  activity,  there  is  no  reason  to 
deny  the  existence  of  other  objects.  What  is  the  purpose  of 
God  in  creating  a  world  fraught  with  misery?  The  explana¬ 
tion  of  past  karma  is  not  available,  since  there  is  no  creation 


*  Jha  :  Prdbhdkaramlmdmsd,  pp.  80-7. 

4  S.V.,  Sambandhaksepaparihara,  114;  Codanasutra,  142. 
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prior  to  it.  He  cannot  create  out  of  pity,  since  there  are  no 
beings  to  whom  compassion  can  be  shown.  Besides,  on  such 
a  view,  only  happy  beings  should  have  been  created.  We 
cannot  say  that  no  creation  is  possible  without  an  element 
of  pain,  since  nothing  is  impossible  for  God.  But  if  he  is 
limited  by  other  considerations,  then  he  is  not  omnipotent. 
If  creation  is  said  to  be  for  the  amusement  of  God,  then  it 
contradicts  the  theory  that  he  is  perfectly  happy  and  would 
involve  God  in  much  wearisome  toil.  Nor  would  his  desire 
to  destroy  the  world  be  intelligible.  Why  should  we  trust  his 
words?  for,  though  he  may  not  have  created  the  world,  he 
might  say  so  to  show  off  his  great  power.1  If  the  creator 
differs  from  others  in  the  amount  of  his  dharma,  the  latter 
is  possible  only  through  the  Vedas,  and  so  they  are  prior  to 
creation.2 3  If  it  be  said  that  the  atoms  act  under  the  will 
of  God,  how  does  God’s  will  arise  ?  If  it  is  impelled  by  a  cause 
like  adrsta,  that  may  as  well  be  the  cause  of  the  world. 3  If 
God  depends  on  other  things,  then  his  independence  is  com¬ 
promised.  If  we  introduce  the  will  of  God,  that  is  enough  to 
account  for  the  world,  and  karma  will  sink  into  insignificance. 

As  to  the  corporeal  nature  of  the  deities,  Sahara  thinks 
that  the  Vedas  speak  of  such  a  nature  by  way  of  praise.  To 
say  that  “  we  have  taken  hold  of  your  hand  ”  means  that 
we  have  come  under  your  protection. 4  Both  Prabhakara 
and  Kumarila  deny  the  possession  of  bodies  by  gods.  We 
do  not  derive  the  fruits  of  our  actions  through  the  favour  of 
gods,  and  so  they  need  not  have  any  physical  forms.  Though 
the  deities  were  taken  as  possessing  some  sort  of  reality  by 
the  founders  of  the  Mimamsa,  the  later  MImamsakas,  anxious 
to  emphasise  the  importance  of  mantras,  argue  that  the 
sacrificer  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  person  of  the  gods,  but 
should  confine  his  attention  to  the  mantras.  They  are 
inclined  to  regard  the  deities  as  imaginary,  and  yet  persist  in 
urging  that  making  offerings  to  them  will  ensure  reward, 
though  they  may  not  have  any  existence  beyond  the  mantras 
addressed  to  them.  5 

1  Asrstvapi  hy  asau  bruyad  atmaiSvaryaprakasanat,  60. 

1  S.V.,  Sambandhaksepaparihara,  44-72,  114-116. 

3  Ibid.,  72-73.  4  See  Sahara  on  ix.  1.  9. 

5  See  Apadeva:  Devatasvarupavicara. 
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In  a  recent  work  on  the  Purva  Mimamsa,  an  ingenious  attempt  is 
made  to  reconcile  the  Mimamsa  view  on  this  question  with  that  of 
the  Vedanta.1  It  is  argued  that  while  Jaimini  repudiates  the  con¬ 
ception  of  God  as  the  distributor  of  rewards,  he  does  not  deny  the 
existence  of  God  as  the  creator  of  the  world.  While  the  other  systems 
hold  that  God  is  the  creator  of  the  world  as  well  as  the  apportioner 
of  the  fruits,  Jaimini  contends  that  God  is  not  the  latter.  Any  object 
is  called  a  “  fruit  ”  when  it  gives  pleasure  or  pain  to  a  person.  So 
long  as  it  is  not  related  to  an  individual  by  way  of  enjoyment  or 
suffering,  it  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  “  fruit.”  2  When  karma  is  said 
to  be  the  cause  of  the  “  fruit,”  it  means  that  it  causes  the  enjoyment 
of  the  object  and  not  its  simple  creation.  Since  Badarayana  takes 
up  Jaimini’s  view  in  the  third  chapter  of  his  work,  he  is  attacking  the 
view  of  Jaimini  that  apurva  and  not  God  is  the  cause  of  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  the  rewards.  If  Jaimini  had  denied  the  creatorship  of  God, 
Badarayana  would  certainly  have  taken  up  its  refutation  in  the  second 
chapter,  which  is  devoted  to  the  criticism  of  the  rival  hypotheses. 
Jaimini  felt  that,  if  God  had  the  sole  responsibility  for  the  inequalities 
of  the  world,  he  could  not  be  freed  from  the  charge  of  partiality  and 
cruelty,  and  for  this  reason  traced  the  varying  fortunes  of  men  to 
their  past  conduct.  The  explanation  is  not  convincing,  for  things 
should  first  exist  before  we  can  derive  happiness  or  misery  from  them. 
If  apurva  is  the  apportioner  of  our  happiness  and  misery,  then  it  must 
also  be  the  creator  of  things.  If  God  is  necessary  for  creation,  then 
apurva  must  be  simply  the  principle  of  karma  which  God  takes  into 
account  in  the  creation  of  the  world.  Directly  or  indirectly,  God 
becomes  the  creator  as  well  as  the  apportioner  of  the  fruits. 

The  lacuna  in  the  Purva  Mimamsa  was  so  unsatisfactory 
that  the  later  writers  slowly  smuggled  in  God.  The  force  of 
the  criticism  that  the  unconscious  principle  of  apurva  cannot 
achieve  the  harmonious  results  attributed  to  it  was  felt. 3 
Slowly  the  divine  principle  was  introduced.  But  this  super¬ 
intending  Lord  need  not  be  regarded  as  bound  by  the  law  of 
karma,  for  no  one  is  bound  by  his  own  nature.  The  law  of 
karma  expresses  the  constancy  of  God.  When  Kumarila 
admits  that  both  karma  (work)  and  upasana  (worship)  are 
necessary  for  effecting  liberation,  he  is  positing  the  existence 
of  God,  though,  of  course,  it  is  argued  that  upasana  is  a  kind 
of  karma  which  of  itself  produces  its  proper  fruit.  Evidently 
it  was  felt  very  early  that  the  Mimamsa  system  could  not 
satisfy  the  thoughtful  if  it  did  not  ally  itself  with  theism. 

1  P  $astri:  Purva  Mimamsa,  p.  iii.  2  S.B.,iii.  2.  38. 

5  Bh&mati,  iii.  2.  41. 
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So  Apadeva  and  Laugaksi  Bhaskara  declare  that  if  the  sacrifice 
is  performed  in  honour  of  the  supreme  Lord,  it  will  lead  to 
the  highest  good.  The  tendency  is  carried  out  to  its  fullest 
extent  in  Vedanta  Desika’s  Sesvara  Mimamsa. 

In  the  Purva  Mimamsa  the  emphasis  is  on  the  ethical 
side.  The  ultimate  reality  of  the  world  is  looked  upon  as  the 
constant  principle  of  karma.  God  is  righteousness,  or  dharma. 
The  contents  of  dharma  are  embodied  in  the  Vedas,  and  the 
Vedas  simply  reveal  the  mind  of  God.  Kumarila  says : 
“  This  6astra  called  the  Veda,  which  is  Brahman  in  the 
form  of  sounds,  is  established  by  the  one  supreme  spirit.’ ’  1 
Kumarila  opens  his  treatise  with  a  prayer  to  Siva :  ‘  *  Reverence 
to  him  whose  body  is  made  of  pure  knowledge,  whose  divine 
eyes  are  the  three  Vedas,  who  is  the  cause  of  the  attainment 
of  bliss,  and  who  wears  the  crescent  moon.”2  The  Vedas  are 
the  revelation  of  the  mind  of  God.  While  the  sacrificial 
works  may  be  the  special  causes  of  bliss,  God  is  the  general 
cause.  This  view  is  also  in  consistency  with  the  avowed 
purpose  of  Kumarila  to  reinterpret  the  Mimamsa  doctrine 
so  as  to  bring  it  into  agreement  with  the  non-naturalistic 
tendencies  of  the  time. 3 

It  is  unnecessary  to  say  much  about  the  unsatisfactory 
character  of  the  Purva  Mimamsa  as  a  system  of  philosophy. 
As  a  philosophical  view  of  the  universe  it  is  strikingly  incom- 


*  Sabdabrahmeti  yac  cedam  Sastram  vedakhyam  ucyate 

Tad  apy  adhisthitam  sarvam  ekena  paramatmana. 

( Tantravarttika ,  p.  719.) 

»  Visuddhajnanadehaya  trivedidivyacaksuse 

&reyahpraptinimittaya  namah  somardhadharine.  (S.V.,  i.  1.) 

Parthasarathi,  in  his  Nyayaratnakara,  interprets  this  verse  in  a  different 
sense,  so  as  not  to  commit  Kumarila  to  a  theistic  position.  He  makes  the 
verse  refer  to  the  sacrificial  ceremony.  Visuddham  mimamsaya  sarhsodhitam 
jnanam  eva  deho  yasya  (that  whose  body  is  the  knowledge  purified  by  the 
Mimamsa  science) ;  trivedy  eva  divyam  caksuh  prakasakam  yasya  (that 
which  is  manifested  by  the  three  Vedas) ;  somasya  ardham  sthanam  graha- 
camasadi  tad  dharine  (that  which  is  equipped  with  the  vessels  of  soma) ; 
iti  yajnapakse’pi  samgacchate.  He  allows,  however,  that  Kumarila  referred 
to  the  personal  God  “  Siva  visvesvaram  mahadevam  stutipurvam  nama- 
syati.  From  S.S.S.S.  (viii.  37)  we  find  that  Kumarila  believed  that  Atman 
is  one  as  well  as  many,  bhinnabhinnatmakatvatma.  This  work,  as  a  few 
others  on  the  Vedanta,  tries  to  make  out  that  Kumarila  was  a  Vedantin. 

3  Prayenaiva  hi  mimamsa  loke  lokayatikrta 

Tam  astikapathe  kartum  ayam  yatnah  krto  maya.  (S.V.,  i.  10.) 
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plete.  It  did  not  concern  itself  with  the  problems  of  ultimate 
reality  and  its  relation  to  the  world  of  souls  and  matter.  Its 
ethics  was  purely  mechanical  and  its  religion  was  unsound. 
The  performance  of  the  sacrifice  was  regarded  as  the  most 
essential  thing,  and  the  devatas  disappeared  from  the  sight 
of  the  sacrifices.  The  later  Mimarhsakas  openly  tell  us  that 
the  deity  is  that  whose  name  is  inflected  in  the  dative  case. 
In  the  formula  “  Indraya  svaha,”  Indra  is  the  deity.  There 
is  little  in  such  a  religion  to  touch  the  heart  and  make  it 
glow.  No  wonder  a  reaction  occurred  in  favour  of  a  mono¬ 
theism,  Vaisnava,  Saiva,  or  Tantrika,  which  gave  man  a 
supreme  God  on  whom  he  could  depend  and  to  whom  he  could 
surrender  himself  in  sorrow  and  suffering. 
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The  Vedanta  and  its  interpretations — Authorship  and  date  of  the  Sutra 
— Relation  to  other  schools — Brahman — The  world — The  individual 
self — Mok§a — Conclusion. 


I 

Introduction 

The  Vedanta  philosophy  deserves  closer  attention  not  only 
on  account  of  its  philosophical  value,  but  also  because  it  is 
closely  bound  up  with  the  religion  of  India  and  is  much  more 
alive  in  that  continent  than  any  other  system  of  thought. 
In  one  or  the  other  of  its  forms  the  Vedanta  determines  the 
world  view  of  the  Hindu  thinkers  of  the  present  time. 

The  term  “  Vedanta  ”  means  literally  “  the  end  of  the 
Veda,”  or  the  doctrines  set  forth  in  the  closing  chapter  of  the 
Vedas,  which  are  the  Upanisads.  The  views  of  the  Upanisads 
also  constitute  “  the  final  aim  of  the  Veda,”  or  the  essence 
of  the  Vedas.1  The  Vedanta  Sutra  is  called  Brahma  Sutra, 
because  it  is  an  exposition  of  the  doctrine  of  Brahman,  and 
also  Sanraka  Sutra*  because  it  deals  with  the  embodiment 
of  the  unconditioned  self.  While  the  Karma  M  imams  a  of 
Jaimini  investigates  the  duties  (dharma)  enjoined  by  the  Veda, 
together  with  the  rewards  attached  thereto,  the  Uttara 
Mimamsa  of  Badarayana  describes  the  philosophico-theological 
views  of  the  Upanisads. 3  Together,  the  two  form  a  systematic 
investigation  of  the  contents  of  the  whole  Veda.  The  Upani- 

1  “  Tilesu  tailavad  vede  vedantas  supratisthitah  ”  ( Muktikopanisad ). 
Gautama  distinguishes  between  the  Upanisads  and  the  Vedanta  (xxii.  9), 
but  the  tradition  has  always  held  that  the  Aupanisadas  are  the  followers  of 
the  Vedanta. 

1  Sarlra,  body. 

3  Cp.  Vedantavakyakusumagrathanarthatvat  sfltranam  (S.B.,  1.  1.  1). 
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sads  are  but  a  series  of  glances  at  truth  from  various  points 
of  view,  and  not  an  attempt  to  think  out  the  great  questions 
consecutively.  Yet  those  who  look  upon  them  as  revealed 
truth  are  under  an  obligation  to  show  that  their  teaching 
forms  a  consistent  whole,  and  Badarayana  attempts  this  work 
of  systematisation.  His  work  is  not  so  much  systematic 
philosophy  as  theological  interpretation*  “  The  work  of 
Badarayana  stands  to  the  Upanisads  in  the  same  relation 
as  the  Christian  Dogmatics  to  the  New  Testament  ;  it  investi¬ 
gates  their  teaching  about  God,  the  world,  the  soul  in  its 
conditions  of  wandering  and  of  deliverance,  removes  apparent 
contradictions  in  the  doctrines,  binds  them  systematically 
together,  and  is  especially  concerned  to  defend  them  against 
the  attacks  of  opponents.”  1  In  five  hundred  and  fifty-five 
sutras,  which  consist  mostly  of  two  or  three  words  each,  the 
whole  of  the  system  is  developed.  The  sutras  are  unintelligible 
by  themselves,  and  leave  everything  to  the  interpreter.  They 
refuse,  Proteus-like,  to  be  caught  in  any  definite  shape. 
Their  teaching  is  interpreted  sometimes  in  the  bright  hues  of 
personal  theism,  sometimes  in  the  grey  abstractions  of  abso¬ 
lutism.  In  different  theological  schools  different  traditions 
became  established  very  early,  which  thinkers  like  Samkara 
and  Ramanuja  reduced  to  writing.  The  commentators,  of 
whom  the  chief  are  Saihkara,  Bhaskara,  Yadavaprakasa, 
Ramanuja,  Kesava,  Nllakantha,  Madhva,  Baladeva,  Vallabha, 
and  Vijnanabhiksu,2  do  not  all  develop  the  same  view,  and  it 
is  not  an  easy  question  to  settle  which  of  them  can  be  accepted 
as  a  guide  to  the  right  understanding  of  the  Sutra,  for  their 
commentaries  were  written  at  a  time  when  the  tenets  had 
become  matters  of  grave  doubt  and  serious  discussion.  They 
develop  their  interpretations  in  the  light  of  their  own  pre¬ 
conceived  opinions,  and  sometimes  overlook  the  literal  and 
the  obvious  sense  of  the  words  in  the  effort  to  force  the  texts 

1  D.S.,  v.  p.  2i. 

*  Indian  tradition  also  makes  £uka  one  of  the  earliest  commentators, 
^abara,  in  his  P.M.B.,  called  the  Vrttikara  Upavarsa.  It  is  the  view  of 
£amkara  also  (iii.  3.  53).  Ramanuja  and  his  followers  call  him  Bodhayana. 
Vedantadesika  declares  that  the  same  man  is  called  by  both  the  names. 
The  commentaries  of  Dramida,  Tanka,  Bhartrprapanca,  Bharuci,  Kapardi, 
Brahmananda  and  Guhadeva  do  not  seem  to  be  available.  See  S.B.,  i.  1.4; 
i.  2.  23  :  i.  3.  19  ;  i.  4.  12  ;  iv.  3.  14. 
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to  bear  testimony  to  the  truth  of  their  own  philosophic 
theories.  The  Sutra  is  one  of  those  rare  books  where  each, 
in  accordance  with  his  merits,  finds  his  reward. 

References  to  the  other  teachers  of  the  Vedanta  in  Badarayana’s 
work  clearly  make  out  that  independent  interpretations  of  the  Upani- 
sads  different  from  Badarayana's  were  also  in  vogue.1 *  Even  when 
Badarayana  formulated  his  Sutra,  there  were  differences  of  opinion 
about  such  central  topics  as  the  characteristics  of  the  released  soul  3 4 * 
and  the  relation  of  the  individual  soul  to  Brahman. 3  Asmarathya 
holds  the  bhedabheda  view  of  the  relation  of  the  soul  to  Brahman, 
that  it  is  neither  absolutely  different  nor  absolutely  non-different  from 
it. 4  Aucjulomi  is  of  opinion  that  the  soul  is  altogether  different  from 
Brahman  up  to  the  time  of  final  release,  when  it  becomes  merged  in 
it,  5  and  KaAakrtsna  thinks  that  the  soul  is  absolutely  identical  with 
Brahman,  which,  in  some  way  or  other,  presents  itself  as  the  individual 
soul.6 *  The  later  interpreters  accept  one  or  more  of  these  views.  The 
Upanisads  obviously  were  subjects  of  considerable  discussion  and 
Badarayana’s  view  of  the  Vedanta  seems  to  be  the  outcome  of  a  very 
prominent  school  of  thought,  though  other  schools  of  considerable 
repute  also  flourished. 


II 

Authorship  and  Date 

Tradition  from  Samkara  downwards  attributes  the  Sutra  to 
Badarayana.  The  fact  that  the  name  of  the  latter  is  mentioned  in 
several  places  in  the  third  person  7  inclines  one  to  think  that  Badarayana 
is  not  its  author.8  Such  a  use  of  the  third  person  is  not,  however,  an 
uncommon  practice  in  ancient  India,  and  it  need  not  imply  a  different 
authorship.  Indian  tradition  identifies  Badarayana,  the  author  of 
the  Siitra,  with  Vyasa.  Sarhkara’s  followers,  Govindananda,  Vacaspati 


1  Badari  (i.  2.  30  :  iii.  1.  11  ;  iv.  3.  7  ;  iv.  4.  10),  Audulomi  (i.  4.  21  ; 

iii.  4.  45  ;  iv.  4.  6),  Asmarathya  (i.  2.  29  ;  i.  4.  20),  Kasakrtsna  (i.  4.  22), 
Karsnajini  (iii.  1.  9),  Atreya  (iii.  4.  44),  and  Jaimini.  Even  the  M.B.  does 
not  state  their  views. 

3  iv.  3.  7-14  ;  iv.  4.  5-7.  3  i.  4.  20-22. 

4  i.  4.  20.  s  i.  4.  21.  6  i.  4.  22. 

7  i.  3.  26  ;  i.  3.  33  ;  iii.  2.  41  ;  iii.  4.  1  ;  iii.  4.  8  ;  iii.  4.  19  ;  iv.  3.  is  ; 

iv.  4.  7  ;  iv.  4.  12. 

8  Deussen,  for  example,  argues  that  the  works  of  Jaimini  and  Badarayana, 

each  of  whom  quotes  both  himself  and  the  other,  were  compiled  by  a  later 
editor  into  one  work,  which  was  commented  upon  by  Upavarsa,  and  that 
the  last  work  was  the  basis  of  the  faabarabhasva  on  the  P.M.  and  the 
£amkarabhusya  on  the  B.S.  (D.S.V.,  p.  24,  fn.  17). 
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and  Anandagiri  identify  Vyasa  with  Badarayana  ;  Ramanuja,  Madhva, 
Vallabha  and  Baladeva  ascribe  the  Sutra  to  Vyasa.  Sometimes  this 
view  is  contested  on  the  ground  that  Jaimini,  whom  Badarayana  quotes 
a  number  of  times,  is  a  pupil  of  Vyasa,  if  we  believe  the  Mahdbhdrata, 
Visn-u  Purana  and  the  Bhagavata,  and  so  the  cross  references  in  the 
works  of  Jaimini  and  Badarayana  are  not  consistent  with  the  relation 
of  disciple  and  master.  Sahara,  Govindananda  and  Anandagiri  hold 
that  there  is  nothing  inconsistent.1  It  is  not,  however,  clear  what 
opinion  Sarhkara  himself  held.2 

The  Sutra  alludes  to  the  views  of  the  Samkhya  and  the  Vaisesika 
schools  and  the  Jains  and  the  Buddhists.  Sarhkara,  Ramanuja, 
Madhva  and  Vallabha  are  unanimous  in  understanding  references  to 
the  Gita  (xv.  7  ;  viii.  24),  in  ii.  3.  45  and  iv.  i.  10  respectively,  and 
the  first  three  see  a  similar  reference  to  the  Gita  (vii.  11)  in  iv.  1.  10. 
Many  of  the  names  mentioned  in  the  Sutra  are  also  found  in  the  Srauta 
Sutra,  Asmarathya  in  the  Asvalayana,  Badari,  Karsnajini  and  Kasa¬ 
krtsna  in  the  Katydyana,  Atreya  in  the  Taittiriya  Pratisakhya  Sutra. 
Atreya,  Kasakrtsna,  Badari  are  mentioned  in  Bodhayana's  Grhya 
Sutra  and  Atreya  in  Bharadvaja  Grhya  Sutra  as  well.  Kasakrtsna  is 
a  very  old  Vedic  commentator.  Audulomi  is  referred  to  in  the  Mahd- 
bhasya  on  Panini.3  Gam  da  Purana,  Padma  Parana  and  Manu  refer 
to  the  Vedanta  Sutra  and  Harivarhsa,  assigned  by  Hopkins  to  a.d.  200, 
contains  clear  references  to  it.  Keith  holds  that  Badarayana  cannot 
be  dated  later  than  a.d.  200.4  Indian  scholars  are  of  opinion  that 
the  Sutra  was  composed  in  the  period  from  500  to  200  b.c.  Fraser 
assigns  it  to  400  b.c. 5  Max  Muller  says:  “  Whatever  the  date  of  the 
Bhagavadgita  is,  and  it  is  a  part  of  the  Mahdbhdrata,  the  age  of  the 
Vedanta  Sutra  and  of  Badarayana  must  have  been  earlier."  6 

See  Belvalkar,  “  Multiple  Authorship  of  the  Vedanta  Sutras,”  Indian 
Philosophical  Review,  October  1918,  and  Abhay  Kumar  Guha’s  Jlvdtman 
in  Brahma  Sutras,  p.  8. 

*  In  one  passage  of  his  commentary  on  the  B.S.,  Samkara  states  that 
at  the  time  of  the  transition  from  the  Dvapara  to  the  Kali  age,  an  ancient 
sage  and  Vedic  teacher  named  Apantaratamas  was  born  as  Krsna  Dvaipayana 
by  direction  of  Visnu.  Since  £amkara  does  not  say  that  this  Krsna 
Dvaipayana  is  the  author  of  the  B.S.,  Windischmann,  and  after  him 
Telang,  conclude  that  in  £amkara’s  eyes  the  two  personages  were  distinct 
(“  A  Note  on  Badarayana,”  J.A.S.,  Bombay,  vol.  xvi,  1883,  p.  190). 
Wherever  £amkara  quotes  Vyasa,  he  does  so  without  implying  that  Vyasa 
is  the  author  of  the  Sutra  (ii.  1.  12  ;  ii.  3.  47).  There  are  many  references 
to  the  B.G.  and  Santiparva  of  the  M.B.  in  the  B.S.,  if  we  accept  the 
testimony  of  the  commentators,  which  cannot  be  easily  understood  if  the 
author  of  the  Sutra  and  the  writer  of  the  M.B.  were  one. 

3  iv.  1.  14. 

4  Karma-Mlmamsa,  pp.  5-6.  Jacobi,  however,  believes  that  the  Siitra 
was  composed  between  a.d.  200  and  450  (J.A.O.S.,  1911). 

5  Literary  History  of  India,  p.  196. 

6  S.S.,  p.  r  1 3  ;  Cuha  :  Jivatman  in  the  Brahma  Sutra. 
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III 

Relation  to  Other  Schools 

The  exact  relation  of  Badarayana’s  Vedanta  to  Jaimini’s  Mtmdmsa 
is  interpreted  in  different  ways  by  the  different  commentators.1 
Ramanuja,  after  Vrttikara,  holds  that  the  two  Mxmdmsds  belong  to 
one  work,  while  Samkara  is  of  a  different  opinion.  It  may  be  that 
the  two  originally  formed  parts  of  the  same  treatise.3  The  two 
Mvmamsas  are  pre-eminently  orthodox  systems,  and  were  originally 
and  primarily  exegeses  of  £ruti  or  Veda  or  revelation.  Badarayana 
does  not  mention  the  Nyaya  anywhere.  The  Yoga  is  linked  with  the 
Samkhya,  and  the  criticisms  against  the  Samkhya  are  said  to  hold 
good  against  the  Yoga  as  well. 3  The  Samkhya  receives  elaborate 
refutation^  and  is  mentioned  in  many  places. 5  It  is  the  one  system 
which  is  treated  with  great  respect,  partly  because  some  of  its  doctrines 
are  acceptable  to  Badarayana  and  partly  because  it  is  supported  by 
sages  like  Manu  and  Vyasa.6  The  Vaisesika  doctrines  are  criticised, 7 
and  we  gather  that,  in  Badarayana’s  time,  the  Vaisesika  system  was 
not  in  great  repute.  The  several  schools  of  Buddhism,  the  Lokayata 
and  the  Bhagavata  doctrines  are  also  discussed.8  The  author  of  the 
Sutra  is  considerably  influenced  by  the  theism  of  the  Bhagavadgitd 
and  the  Bliagavatas. 


IV 

Metaphysical  Views 

The  Vedanta  Sutra  has  four  chapters.  The  first  deals 
with  the  theory  of  Brahman  as  the  central  reality.  Its 
purpose  is  samanvaya  or  reconciliation  of  the  different  Vedic 
statements  on  this  subject.  Any  interpretation  of  religion, 
any  explanation  of  God,  soul  and  the  world  is  bound  to  take 

1  Badarayana  refers  to  Jaimini  in  several  places  :  i.  2.  28  ;  i.  2.  31  ; 

i.  3.  31  ;  i.  4.  18  ;  iii.  2.  40  ;  iii.  4.  2  ;  iii.  4.  18  ;  iii.  4.  40  ;  iv.  3.  12  ; 

iv.  4.  5  ;  iv.  4.  11. 

3  See  R.B.,  i.  1.  1;  Jacobi:  J.A.O.S.,  1910.  Deussen  has  suggested 
an  analogy  in  the  sequence  of  the  N.T.  upon  the  old,  when  life  under  the 
law  passes  into  life  in  spirit  (D.S.V.,  p.  20). 

3  ii.  1.  3. 

<  i.  1.  5-11  ;  i.  4.  1-13  ;  ii.  1.  1-12  ;  ii.  2.  1-10. 

5  i.  1.  18;  i.  2.  19;  i.  2.  22;  i.  3.  3  ;  i.  3.  11  ;  i.  4.  28;  ii.  1.  29; 

ii.  3.  51  ;  iv.  2.  21. 

6  See  S.B.,  i.  4.  28. 

*  See  ii.  2.  1-45  ;  i.  4.  28  ;  iii.  3.  53-54. 


7  ii.  2.  11-17. 
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account  of  the  religious  experiences  of  those  who  declare  that 
they  have  seen  the  eternal,  and  all  conflicts  among  the  recorded 
experiences  of  the  sages  of  the  past  require  to  be  reconciled 
if  the  theory  put  forward  is  to  be  looked  upon  as  a  satisfactory 
one.  We  have,  in  the  first  chapter,  an  account  of  the  nature 
of  Brahman,  its  relation  to  the  world  and  the  individual 
soul.  The  second  (avirodha)  meets  objections  brought  against 
this  view  and  criticises  rival  theories.  It  also  gives  an  account 
of  the  nature  of  the  dependence  of  the  world  on  God  and 
the  gradual  evolution  from  and  reabsorption  into  him,  and 
in  the  latter  part 1  there  are  interesting  psychological  dis¬ 
cussions  about  the  nature  of  the  soul,  its  attributes,  its  relation 
to  God,  body  and  its  own  deeds.  The  third  discusses  the 
ways  and  means  (sadhana)  of  attaining  Brahma- vidy a.  We 
have  in  it  an  account  of  rebirth  and  minor  psychological 2  and 
theological  3  discussions,  together  with  many  exegetical  com¬ 
ments.  The  fourth  deals  with  the  fruits  (phala)  of  Brahma- 
vidya.  It  also  describes  in  some  detail  the  theory  of  the 
departure  of  the  soul  after  death  along  the  two  paths  of  the 
gods  and  the  fathers  and  the  nature  of  the  release  from  which 
there  is  no  return.  Each  chapter  has  four  parts  (padas), 
and  the  sutras  in  each  part  fall  into  certain  groups  called 
adhikaranas.  Some  textual  differences  in  the  readings  adopted 
by  the  different  commentators  are  found,  though  they  are  not 
all  of  great  importance.  ^ 

For  Badarayana  the  Veda  is  eternal  5  and  the  £astra  is 
the  great  authority.6  He  declares  openly  that  there  is  no 
possibility  of  discovering  metaphysical  truth  by  means  of 
tarka  or  reflection.  7  He  admits  that  there  are  two  sources 
of  knowledge,  6ruti  and  smrti,  and  calls  them  pratyaksam 
(perception)  and  anumanam  (inference)8  possibly  because  the 
latter,  as  Samkara  suggests,  requires  a  basis  of  knowledge 
(pramanyam),  and  the  former  not.  The  revealed  sruti,  which 
is  self-evident,  is  called  pratyaksam.  By  sruti  Badarayana 
understands  the  Upanisads,  and  by  smrti  he  means  the 

•  ii.  3.  15  onwards.  1  iii.  2.  1.  10.  3  iii.  2.  11-41. 

4  See  Belvalkar :  The  Multiple  Authorship  of  the  Vedanta  Sutras,  pp.  144- 
145.  I.P.R. 

5  i.  3.  29.  6  i.  1 .  3. 

8  i.  3.  28  ;  iii.  2.  24  ;  iv.  4.  20. 


7  ii.  1.  11. 
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Bhagavadgtta,  the  Mahabharata,  the  Code  of  Manu.  As  in  the 
world  of  secular  knowledge,  inference  rests  on  perception, 
so  is  smrti  dependent  on  6ruti.  Badarayana  admits  of  no 
other  pramanas.  He  makes  a  distinction  between  two  spheres 
of  existence,  the  thinkable,  which  is  the  region  of  prakrti, 
with  the  elements,  mind,  intellect  and  egoity  and  the 
unthinkable,  which  is  Brahman.  In  the  latter,  sastras  are  our 
only  guide.1  Any  reasoning  which  is  not  in  conformity  with 
the  Veda  is  useless  for  Badarayana.  Reasoning  proceeds 
from  characteristic  marks.  But  of  Brahman  we  cannot  say 
that  it  is  characterised  by  this  or  that  to  the  exclusion  of 
other  attributes.  Reasoning,  therefore,  is  subordinate  to 
intuitional  knowledge,2  which  can  be  obtained  by  devotion 
and  meditation. 3 

According  to  the  Vedanta  Sutra ,  the  purusa  and  prakrti 
of  the  Samkhya  are  not  independent  substances,  but  modifica¬ 
tions  of  a  single  reality.  A  plurality  of  true  infinites  is  not 
possible.  The  one  infinite  substance,  Brahman,  is  identified 
with  the  highest  reality  set  forth  in  the  Upanisads.  In  the 
first  chapter  we  have  a  discussion  of  the  several  descriptions 
of  Brahman  given  in  the  Upanisads. ^  He  is  the  origin, 
support  and  end  of  the  world,  5  the  efficient  and  the  material 
cause  of  the  universe.  He  creates  without  implements.5 6 7  A 
psychological  proof  of  the  reality  of  Brahman  is  offered  on 
the  evidence  of  dreamless  sleep.  7  Brahman  is  not  to  be 
confused  with  the  unintelligent  pradhana,  or  the  individual 
soul.  He  is  possessed  of  all  dharmas,8 *  and  is  the  inner  law 
and  guide.  9  He  has  the  qualities  of  purity,  truth  of  purpose, 
omniscience,  omnipotence,  etc.10  His  cosmic  aspects  are  also 
brought  out.  He  is  the  cosmic  light,  the  golden  person  in 
the  Sun,  the  cosmic  space  or  akaia,  and  the  cosmic  breath 
or  air  or  prana.11  He  is  also  the  light  in  the  soul.12  He  is 
to  be  contemplated  as  residing  in  the  heart  of  man,x3  and  we 
are  allowed  to  look  upon  the  omnipresent  God  as  occupying 
a  limited  space.  The  ultimate  ground  of  things  is  a  single 


5  i.  i.  3  i  ii.  i.  27.  *  ii. 

<  i.  2  and  3.  5  i. 

7  i.  1.  9.  8  ii. 

i°  i.  2.  1-2  ;  ii.  1.  30.  11  i. 

*3  i.  2.  7. 


1.  6;  ii.  1.  11. 

3 

iii.  2.  24. 

1.  2. 

6 

ii.  1.  23-27 

1.  37- 

9 

i.  1.  20. 

1.  20-23. 

ia 

i.  1.  24. 

THE  VEDANTA  SOTRA 


437 


supreme  spirit,  which  is  the  source  of  everything,  and  an 
adequate  object  of  unqualified  adoration  and  worship.1 

How  are  unintelligent  things  and  intelligent  souls  to  be 
related  to  the  one  supreme  ?  Are  we  to  regard  them,  as  the 
Gita  does,  as  the  higher  and  the  lower  manifestations  of 
the  one  reality  ?  The  Sutra  does  not  give  a  clear  lead.  The 
vagueness  of  the  Upanisad  view  of  creation  remains  in  it. 
Brahman,  itself  uncreated  and  eternal,3  is  the  cause  of  the 
whole  universe. 3  Every  material  element  is  created  by 
Brahmans  II,  through  the  activity  of  the  primary  elements, 
the  evolution  of  the  world  takes  place,  even  then  it  is  Brahman 
that  confers  the  power  through  the  exercise  of  which  the 
evolution  takes  place.  As  it  is  said,  Brahman,  after  creating 
the  elements,  enters  them;  and  it  is  Brahman  dwelling  in 
the  elements  that  effects  the  production  of  other  things. 5 

It  has  already  been  said  that  Brahman  is  the  material 
cause  as  well  as  the  instrumental  cause  of  the  world.6  Brahman 
is  the  creator  of  all  things,  and  transforms  himself  into  all 
things,  as  clay  or  gold  becomes  things  of  clay  or  of  gold.  In 
the  Sutra  7  the  nature  of  the  relation  between  the  cause  and 
the  effect,  Brahman  and  the  world,  is  discussed.  The  identity 
of  cause  and  effect  is  brought  out  by  two  illustrations.  Just 
as  a  piece  of  cloth,  when  rolled  up,  does  not  show  its  nature 
properly,  but  shows  its  nature  fully  when  spread  out,  though 
the  same  piece  of  cloth  is  present  in  the  two  cases,  so  cause 
and  effect  are  the  same  though  their  qualities  differ.8  Just 
as,  when  breath  is  held  up,  the  individual  is  not  able  to 
perform  any  action,  though  he  continues  to  live,  and,  when 
the  breath  is  let  loose,  he  is  able  to  move  the  limbs,  the 
breath  remaining  the  same  throughout,  similarly  cause  and 
effect  produce  different  actions,  though  they  really  are  the 
same. 9  Brahman  and  the  world  are  not  different  (ananya),10 
even  as  the  clay  pot  is  not  different  from  clay.11  While  the 

*  i-  '  ?•  1  ii-  3-  9- 

3  i.  i.  5  ;  i.  2.  i  ;  ii.  i.  22  ;  i.  1.  22.  «  ii.  3.  7. 

s  ii.  3  ,r3_  6  i.  4.  23-27.  7  ii.  1.  14-20. 

8  ii.  1.  19,  S.B. 

9  ii.  1.  20,  S.B.  The  effect,  according  to  Ramanuja,  is  a  transformed 
condition  of  the  cause.  Even  ^arhkara  owns  that  the  world  is  only  an 
avastliantara  of  Brahman  as  cloth  of  threads. 

10  ii.  1.  14. 


11  i.  1  a  ;  1  4.22. 
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commentators  agree  that  the  cause  is  not  different  from  the 
effect,  the  nature  of  the  identity  of  Brahman  and  the  world 
is  differently  explained  by  them.  To  Badarayana,  ananya 
does  not  mean  absence  of  difference  or  change.  For  the 
explanation  of  this  change  Samkara  postulates  avidya.  The 
world  exists  only  for  those  who  are  under  the  influence  of 
avidya,  even  as  the  imagined  serpent  exists  only  for  the  man 
who  has  the  wrong  view  of  the  rope.  The  other  commentators 
hold  to  the  theory  of  parinama  or  transformation.  The 
instances  of  cause  and  effect  given  in  the  Chandogya  Upanisad 
are  earth,  gold  and  iron,  and  things  made  of  them,  and  not 
rope  and  snake  or  shell  and  silver.  Finite  things  are  real  as 
determinations  of  Brahman.  The  statement  that  Brahman  is 
the  material  cause  of  the  world  suggests  that  the  world  is  a 
modification  of  the  substance  of  Brahman.1  The  world  is 
not  an  illusion  or  a  dream-like  structure,  but  a  real,  positive 
something  which  has  its  origination,  existence  and  absorption 
in  Brahman.3  Badarayana  believes  that  the  power  of  creation 
belongs  to  the  pure,  stainless  Brahman,  even  as  heat  belongs 
to  fire.  3  Brahman  for  its  own  sport  4  develops  5  itself  into  the 
world  without  undergoing  the  least  change 6  and  without 
ceasing  to  be  itself.  Badarayana  does  not  care  to  explain 
how  this  is  possible.  He  does  not  even  say,  as  Ramanuja 
and  others  urge,  that  Brahman  has  wonderful  powers  by  which 
even  the  inconceivable  might  be  achieved.  He  invites  our 
attention  to  the  apparently  contradictory  statements  con¬ 
tained  in  the  £ruti,  and  warns  us  that  we  have  no  right  to 
question  the  authority  of  the  6ruti.  From  a  philosophical 
point  of  view  this  answer  is  unsatisfactory.  Samkara  explains 
the  situation  and  shifts  the  contradiction  from  the  6ruti  to 
the  individual  mind,  and  contends  that  Brahman  is  not 
transformed  into  the  world.  We,  the  victims  of  the  con¬ 
fusion,  believe  that  the  one  changes  into  the  other.  He  holds 
that  the  ultimate  reality  is  Brahman,  the  indeterminate 
spirit,  and  argues  that  the  world  of  knower,  known  and 
knowledge  is  somehow  in  Brahman.  Ramanuja  is  of  a 
different  opinion.  He  resorts  to  sruti  when  he  is  confronted 
by  the  difficulty  of  a  pure,  secondless  Brahman  having  the 

«  i.  r.  26.  See  also  ii.  3.  7.  *  iii.  2.  3. 

i  \.  3.  1.  ii.  1.  33.  *  1 .4  7^  6  ii  ?.  2 n 
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beginningless  (anadi)  course  of  the  world  (jagatpravaha)  for 
its  second.  The  impossible  is  possible  with  God,1  who  has 
wonderful  powers.1 3 * * 

Badarayana  3  says  that  the  soul  is  jna,  which  Samkara  interprets 
as  intelligence,  while  Ramanuja  takes  it  as  an  intelligent  knower. 
Vallabha  agrees  with  Samkara,  while  Ke&ava  thinks  that  the  soul  is 
both  intelligence  and  knower.  The  individual  soul  is  an  agent  (karta).4 
Birth  and  death  refer  to  the  body  and  not  the  soul, 5  which  has  no 
beginning.  It  is  eternal.6 *  The  jivatman  is  said  to  be  arm,  of  the 
size  of  an  atom.  Ramanuja,  Madhva,  Ke£ava,  Nimbarka,  Vallabha 
and  Srikantha  accept  this  view.  Samkara  is  of  opinion  that  the  soul 
is  all-pervading  or  vibhu,  though  it  is  considered  to  be  atomic  in  the 
worldly  condition. 7  Badarayana  holds  that  Brahman  is  in  the  indi¬ 
vidual  soul,  though  the  nature  of  Brahman  is  not  touched  by  the 
character  of  the  soul.8  As  the  jlva  and  Brahman  are  different  as  the 
light  of  the  sun  and  the  sun,  and  as  when  the  light  is  covered  by  clouds 
the  sun  is  not  affected,  even  so,  when  the  jiva  is  subject  to  pain, 
Brahman  is  not.9  The  embodied  self  acts  and  enjoys,  acquires  merit 
and  demerit,  and  is  affected  by  pleasure  and  pain,  while  the  highest 
self  has  an  opposite  nature  and  is  free  from  all  evil.10  The  statements 
"  That  art  thou  ”  and  "  This  atman  is  Brahman  ”  attempt  to  show 
that  the  two.  Brahman  and  atman,  God  and  man,  are  in  reality  one. 
If  Brahman  be  the  cause  of  everything,  it  must  be  the  cause  of  the 
individual  soul  as  well.  The  absolute  divine  essence  is  present  in  all 
its  manifestations.  Every  individual  shares  in  the  spirit  of  God.  It 
is  not  clear,  from  Badarayana’s  account,  in  what  exact  manner  the 
individual  is  related  to  Brahman,  as  a  part  (arnsa)  or  reflection  (abhasa) 
of  the  universal  self.11  Badarayana  points  out  that  A&marathya, 
Audulomi,  and  KaSakrtsna  take  up  different  positions  with  regard  to 
the  relation  of  the  individual  soul  to  Brahman.  A&marathya  thinks 
that  the  soul  is  a  part  of  Brahman,  even  in  a  spatial  sense.  Audulomi 
holds  that,  in  deep  sleep,  the  soul  is  temporarily  in  union  with  Brahman. 
Kaiakrtsna,  whose  opinion  Samkara  upholds,  believes  that  Brahman 


1  See  R.B.,  ii.  i.  27. 

»  According  to  the  B.S.  (iii.  2.  3),  the  world  is  not  maya  as  dreams  are. 
The  word  “  maya  ”  is,  as  is  clear  from  the  later  Vedanta,  highly  ambiguous. 
We  may  take  it  to  mean  arthapratyayasunyatva  with  Bhaskara,  or 
drstanastasvarupatva  with  Samkara,  or  aicaryatmakatva  with  Ramanuja, 
or  sarvabhavanasamarthya  with  Vallabha. 

3  ii.  3.  18.  4  ii.  3.  33-39.  s  ii.  3.  16.  6  ii.  3.  18. 

7  See  ii.  2.  19-28.  The  jivas,  according  to  the  B.S.,  are  of  four  classes  : 

those  born  of  uterus  (jarayuja),  of  eggs  (andaja),  or  moisture  (6vedaja),  and 

of  plants  (udbhijja).  All  of  them  are  considered  to  be  conscious,  though 

in  different  degrees.  The  plants  are  not  able  to  express  their  consciousness 

on  account  of  the  predominance  of  tamas. 


8  i.  2-8. 

10  i.  1.  17.  See  also  ii.  1.  22. 


9  ii.  3.  46.  See  Ke£ava  on  it. 
ii.  2.  43  and  50. 
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exists,  whole  and  undivided,  in  the  form  of  the  individual  soul,  and 
Badarayana  simply  mentions  these  different  opinions,  but  does  not 
say  which  view  he  supports.1  The  passage  that  the  jiva  is  a  part 
(am£a)  of  the  highest  reality  is  taken  by  Samkara  to  mean  “  a  part  as 
it  were  ”  (am^a  iva).J  Since  Brahman,  who  is  not  composed  of  parts, 
cannot  have  parts  in  the  literal  sense,  Bhaskara  and  Vallabha  assert 
that  the  jiva  is  a  part  of  the  Lord  because  there  is  difference  as  well  as 
identity  between  them.  Ramanuja,  Nimbarka,  Baladeva  and  Srikantha 
think  that  the  jiva  is  a  real  part  of  Brahman,  even  as  the  light  issuing 
from  a  luminous  object  like  the  fire  or  the  sun  is  a  part  of  that  object. 
The  view  that  the  jiva  is  both  different  and  not  different  from  the 
supreme,  even  as  a  serpent  is  both  different  and  not  different  from  its 
folds, 3  is  refuted.  Ramanuja,  however,  takes  the  sutra  as  dealing 
with  the  relation  of  Brahman  to  matter,  and  disputes  the  view  that 
matter  is  only  a  different  posture  of  Brahman  and  not  different  from 
it,  even  as  the  folds  of  the  serpent  are  only  a  different  position  of  and 
not  different  from  the  serpent.  Ramanuja  contends  that  both  jiva 
and  matter  are  parts  of  Brahman.  Ke6ava  argues  that  matter  is  both 
different  from  and  one  with  Brahman,  even  as  the  serpent  and  its 
hood  are  different  and  also  not  different  when  the  serpent  is  viewed 
as  a  whole.  Matter  is  identical  with  Brahman  inasmuch  as  its  very 
existence  depends  on  Brahman,  and  it  is  different  from  Brahman 
since  it  has  name  and  form.  The  jiva  is  also  different  and  not  different 
from  Brahman,  and  the  difference  is  certainly  real. 4  There  is  strong 
support  for  the  view  that  Badarayana  looks  upon  the  difference 
between  Brahman  and  the  individual  soul  as  ultimate,  i.e.  something 
which  persists  even  when  the  soul  is  released.  The  jiva,  though 
minute  in  size,  pervades  the  whole  body  even  as  a  little  sandal  ointment 
refreshes  the  whole  body. 5 

The  world  is  due  to  the  will  (samkalpa)  of  God.  It  is  his 
lila,  or  play.  It  does  not,  however,  mean  that  he  created  sin 
and  suffering  for  his  joy  or,  as  it  is  sometimes  put  in  some 
religious  schemes,  that  there  may  be  inferior  creatures  who 
will  praise  and  glorify  him  for  his  eternal  greatness.  A  God 
all  blissful,  who  delights  in  the  suffering  of  creatures,  is  no 

1  i.  4-  19-22.  *  ii.  3.  43,  S.B.  3  iii.  2.  27. 

4  Kesava  on  iii.  2.  27-2S. 

?  ii.  3.  23.  According  to  the  Sutra,  the  jiva  has  its  seat  in  the  hrdaya 
or  the  hrtpadma,  which  is  a  subtle  centre  of  the  spinal  cord  of  the  nervous 
system,  where  different  nerves,  101  in  number,  meet.  Of  them  all,  the 
susumna  passes  up  to  the  cranium.  At  the  approach  of  death,  the  knowing 
soul,  through  the  grace  of  the  Lord,  breaks  open  the  knot  of  the  hrdaya 
and  enters  the  path  susumna,  and  passes  out  of  the  body,  piercing  the 
skull  (iv.  2.  17).  When  the  jiva  passes  out  of  the  body,  it  does  so  enveloped 
by  the  subtle  senses,  mind  (manas),  and  the  chief  prana  (iii.  1.  1-7  ; 
iv.  2.  3-21).  It  takes  rebirth  along  with  them. 
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God  at  all.  The  diversity  of  mankind  is  determined  by  the 
karma  of  the  individuals.1  God  is  limited  by  the  necessity 
of  taking  into  account  the  previous  lives  of  men.  The  unequal 
distribution  of  happiness  is  the  expression  of  the  moral  order 
of  which  God's  will  is  the  embodiment.  So  Brahman  is 
neither  partial  nor  pitiless,  and  has  not  the  delightful  free¬ 
dom  and  irresponsibility  which  some  theologians  would  like  to 
attribute  to  him.  If  God's  inexorable  impartiality  is  saved 
by  the  doctrine  that  he  renders  unto  every  man  according  to 
his  work,  the  other  view  that  God  himself  is  the  causal  agent 
of  right  and  wrong  conduct 2  remains  unexplained.  If  God 
pulls  the  strings  for  every  kind  of  action,  then  he  is  the  agent 
as  well  as  the  patient.  He  seems  to  be  inextricably  involved 
in  the  endless  succession,  and  is  also  the  giver  to  himself  of 
the  fruits  of  good  and  evil.  Here  again  the  Sutra  resorts  to 
sruti,  but  does  not  attempt  to  remove  the  contradiction. 

In  chapter  iii  of  the  Sutra  it  is  pointed  out  how  ethical 
discipline  can  secure  for  the  individual  a  body  fit  for  the 
acquirement  of  absolute  knowledge  or  Brahmajnana.  The 
general  rules  of  the  Upanisads  regarding  the  purification  of 
the  instruments  in  our  possession  are  accepted.  3  The  three 
upper  classes  are,  as  a  rule,  allowed  the  right  to  perform 
sacrifices,  etc.,  and  even  sudras  and  women  attain  salvation 
through  the  grace  of  the  Lord. 4  The  author  finds  that  active 
service  and  renunciation  of  the  world  get  equal  support  from 
the  scriptures,  5  and  is  himself  inclined  towards  the  combining 
of  the  spirit  of  renunciation  with  strenuous  life.6  Action 
done  out  of  ignorance,  but  not  all  action,  impedes  the  rise 
of  spiritual  perception  or  jnana.7  Whatever  freedom  we 
might  have  after  attaining  release,  on  earth,  even  in  the 
jivanmukta  condition,  action  is  enjoined.8  Following  the 
Upanisads,  the  Sutra  allows  worship  of  gods  who  grant 
blessings  to  their  devotees,  though  even  these  are  governed 
by  the  supreme. 9  The  reality  is  beyond  and  not  contained  in 
the  pratikas.  or  symbols,  which  are  permitted  in  view  of  the 
weakness  of  man.10  The  absolute  is  avyakta  or  unmanifested, 

i  ii.  r.  34.  2  iii.  2.  41  ;  Kausitaki  Up.,  iii.  8. 

3  ii.  3.  40-42.  <  i.  3-  34-38;  iii.  4.  38. 

s  iii.  4.  9.  6  iii.  4-  32~35-  7  iii-  4-  26. 

8  iii.  4.  32.  9  iii.  2.  38-41.  10  iv  1  1 
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though  he  is  seen  in  the  state  of  samradhana.1  The  highest 
kind  of  religion  is  the  possession  of  God-vision.  Those  who 
are  incapable  of  developing  this  spiritual  intuition  rely  on 
the  sastras.  The  ultimate  end  of  the  individual  is  the  attain¬ 
ment  of  the  self.3  We  cannot  say  whether  this  union  with 
the  self  is  of  the  nature  of  identity  or  communion  and  fellow¬ 
ship.  Badarayana  believes  in  jivanmukti  or  liberation  in 
life.  Knowledge  of  Brahman  puts  an  end  to  the  karmas 
which  have  not  begun  to  operate^  though  the  body  lasts 
until  the  karmas  which  have  started  to  operate  (arabdha)  are 
exhausted.  4 

In  chapter  iv  we  have  an  account  of  how  the  individual 
soul  reaches  Brahman  through  the  devayana,  whence  there  is 
no  return.  In  iv.  4.  5-7,  the  characteristics  of  the  released 
soul  come  up  for  discussion.  According  to  Audulomi,  its 
chief  feature  is  thought.  Jaimini  maintains  that  it  has  a 
number  of  exalted  qualities,  and  the  author  of  the  Sutra 
declares  himself  in  favour  of  a  combination  of  these  two 
views.  After  mentioning  the  almost  infinite  power  and 
knowledge  which  will  come  to  the  liberated  soul  on  attaining 
moksa,  the  author  remarks  that  none,  however,  will  get  the 
power  of  creating,  ruling  and  dissolving  the  universe^  since 
that  belongs  to  God  alone.  Madhva  and  Ramanuja  easily 
explain  this  passage,  since  it  is  in  line  with  their  doctrine  of 
the  eternal  distinction  of  soul  and  God.6  Badarayana,  how¬ 
ever,  is  not  explicit  on  this  question.  While  some  passages 
declare  the  difference  to  be  permanent,7  others  explain  it 
away.8 


V 

Conclusion 

Badarayana  affirms  a  monistic  view  of  the  world.  He  will 
have  nothing  to  do  with  polytheism  or  a  plurality  of  inde¬ 
pendent  and  equally  ultimate  reals  or  unoriginate  souls  or  a 
dualism  between  God  and  the  Evil  One.  He  accepts  the  two 
views  of  Brahman  as  the  indeterminate  intelligence  (nirvisesa 

*  i.  1.  9.  3  iv.  1.  13-15. 

S  iv.  4.  17.  6  i.  1.  17. 

8  iv.  2.  13  and  16. 


1  111.  2.  23-24. 

«  iv.  1.  19. 

7  iv.  4.  17  and  21. 
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cinmatra)  held  by  Badari,  Kasakrtsna  and  Audulomi,  and 
determinate  personal  Lord  (savisesa)  held  by  Asmarathya 
and  Jaimini.  From  the  nature  of  the  Sutra ,  it  is  not  possible 
to  set  forth  the  way  in  which  these  two  accounts  are  reconciled 
in  the  mind  of  the  author.  The  Upanisads  declare  that 
Brahman  is  avikari  or  changeless,  nityam  or  eternal.  The 
world  is  changing  and  impermanent.  How  can  such  an 
effect  issue  from  such  a  cause  ?  The  Sutra  simply  asserts 
on  the  basis  of  sruti  that  Brahman  develops  itself  into  the 
universe  and  remains  transcendent.1 

The  attempt  at  a  more  adequate  definition  of  the  causality 
of  Brahman  (brahmakaranata)  leads  to  divergent  views.  Sarhkara 
argues  that  Brahman  produces  the  world  without  undergoing  any 
substantial  change,  Ramanuja  and  Vallabha  believe  that  the  world 
is  the  actual  product  of  Brahman,  i.e.  Brahman  is  really  transformed 
into  the  world.  Again,  Badarayana  says,  though  Brahman  is  in  the 
individual  soul,  still,  there  is  no  pollution  of  Brahman  by  the  defects 
of  the  individual  on  account  of  the  difference  in  nature  between  the 
two.3  He  asserts  both  identity  and  difference  between  Brahman  and 
the  individual  soul.  There  is  no  logical  statement  of  this  position. 
Samkara  finds  it  impossible  to  make  the  Sutrakara’s  ideas  of  Brahman 
applicable  to  the  nirguna,  nirvi^esa  Brahman  of  the  Upanisads,  while 
the  other  commentators  are  willing  to  take  the  Sutrakara’s  definitions 
as  relevant  to  the  highest  Brahman.  The  latter  argue  that  the 
Sutrakara  is  unaware  of  the  theory  of  a  twofold  Brahman  or  of  the 
unreality  of  the  world.  The  author  of  the  Sutra  could  not  have 
refuted  the  Samkhya  and  discussed  the  theories  of  creation  so  seriously, 
if  he  had  held  that  the  world  was  an  appearance,  in  which  case  its 
creatorship  was  out  of  the  question.  It  may  well  be  that  Badarayana 
believes  in  a  really  changing  aspect  of  the  Divine  nature,  a  svaga- 
tabheda,  which  enables  Brahman  to  manifest  itself  in  various  objects 
and  under  the  limitations  of  individual  life.  A  clear  statement  is, 
however,  lacking. 

The  state  of  the  released  soul  is  one  of  non-separation  (avibhaga) 
from  Brahman.  This  simple  formula  of  non-separation  is  capable  of 
varied  interpretations  which  it  gets  from  the  later  commentators. 
Samkara  takes  it  to  mean  a  complete  identification  with  the  universal 
self,  while  Ramanuja  interprets  it  as  a  partial  assimilation  to  God. 
Room  is  found  for  both  in  Samkara’s  system.  On  the  question  of 
ethics,  Badarayana  does  not  discuss  the  relation  of  renunciation  to 
action  and  the  efficacy  of  these  to  the  attainment  of  the  end.  In 
religion,  he  looks  upon  Brahman  as  unmanifested  (avyakta),  and  yet 
as  an  object  of  spiritual  perception.  The  two  require  to  be  reconciled. 

*  i.  4.  27.  *  i.  x.  8. 


vol.  n 


15 


44*4 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


The  Sutra  of  Badarayana.  reflects  the  indecision  and 
vagueness  characteristic  of  the  Upanisads,  whose  teachings 
it  attempts  to  set  forth,  and  harbours  within  it  many 
seeds  of  doubt  and  discussion.  Any  attempt  at  a  more 
precise  characterisation  of  the  views  of  the  sutras  is  bound 
to  contain  many  rocks  of  offence  and  sources  of  spiritual 
disturbance.  We  shall  see  in  the  sequel  how  identical  formulas 
give  rise  to  various  interpretations  through  the  differences  of 
spiritual  setting  into  which  they  are  received. 


CHAPTER  VIII 


THE  ADVAITA  VEDANTA  OF  SAMKARA 


Introduction — Date — Life  and  personality  of  £amkara — Literature — 
Gaudapada’s  Karika — Buddhist  influence — Analysis  of  experience — 
Causation — Creation — Ethics  and  religion — Relation  to  Buddhism — 
General  estimate  of  Gaudapada’s  position — Bhartrhari — Bhartrprapanca 
— Samkara’s  relation  to  the  Upanisads  and  the  Brahma  Sutra — Relation 
to  Buddhism  and  other  systems  of  philosophy — The  reality  of  Atman 
— Its  nature — Theory  of  knowledge — Mechanism  of  knowledge — Per¬ 
ception,  its  nature  and  varieties — Inference — Scriptural  testimony — 
Refutation  of  subjectivism — Criterion  of  truth — Inadequacy  of  logical 
knowledge  —  Self-consciousness  —  Adhyasa  —  Anubhava  —  Scriptural 
authority — Higher  wisdom  and  lower  knowledge — £amkara  and  Kant, 
Bergson  and  Bradley — The  objective  approach — Reality  and  existence 
— Space,  time  and  cause — The  world  of  phenomena — Brahman — Saguna 
and  Nirguna — Isvara — Proofs  for  the  existence  of  God — Brahman  and 
Isvara — Personality — Creation — The  phenomenal  character  of  Isvara — 
Being,  not-being  and  becoming — The  phenomenality  of  the  world — 
The  doctrine  of  maya — Avidya — Is  the  world  an  illusion  ? — Avidya  and 
maya — The  world  of  nature — The  individual  self — Saksin  and  jiva — 
Brahman  and  jiva — Avacchedavada — Bimbapratibimbavada — Isvara 
and  jiva — Ekajivavada  and  Anekajivavada — Ethics — Charges  of  intel- 
lectualism  and  asceticism  considered — Jnana  and  Karma — Karma  and 
freedom — Mok§a — Future  life — Religion — Conclusion. 

I 

Introduction 

The  Advaitism  of  Samkara  is  a  system  of  great  speculative 
daring  and  logical  subtlety.  Its  austere  intellectualism,  its 
remorseless  logic,  which  marches  on  indifferent  to  the  hopes 
and  beliefs  of  man,  its  relative  freedom  from  theological 
obsessions,  make  it  a  great  example  of  a  purely  philosophical 
scheme.  Thibaut,  who  cannot  be  charged  with  any  partiality 
for  Samkara,  speaks  of  his  philosophy  in  these  words  :  “  The 
doctrine  advocated  by  Samkara  is,  from  a  purely  philosophical 
point  of  view,  and  apart  from  all  theological  considerations, 
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the  most  important  and  interesting  one  which  has  arisen  on 
Indian  soil ;  neither  those  forms  of  the  Vedanta  which  diverge 
from  the  view  represented  by  Samkara,  nor  any  of  the  non- 
Vedantic  systems  can  be  compared  with  the  so-called  orthodox 
Vedanta  in  boldness,  depth  and  subtlety  of  speculation/’  1 
It  is  impossible  to  read  Samkara’s  writings,  packed  as  they 
are  with  serious  and  subtle  thinking,  without  being  conscious 
that  one  is  in  contact  with  a  mind  of  a  very  fine  penetration 
and  profound  spirituality.  With  his  acute  feeling  of  the 
immeasurable  world,  his  stirring  gaze  into  the  abysmal 
mysteries  of  spirit,  his  unswerving  resolve  to  say  neither 
more  nor  less  than  what  could  be  proved,  Sarhkara  stands 
out  as  a  heroic  figure  of  the  first  rank  in  the  somewhat  motley 
crowd  of  the  religious  thinkers  of  mediaeval  India.  His 
philosophy  stands  forth  complete,  needing  neither  a  before 
nor  an  after.  It  has  a  self- justifying  wholeness  characteristic 
of  works  of  art.  It  expounds  its  own  presuppositions,  is  ruled 
by  its  own  end,  and  holds  all  its  elements  in  a  stable,  reasoned 
equipoise.  The  list  of  qualifications 2  which  Samkara  lays 
down  for  a  student  of  philosophy  brings  out  how,  for  him, 
philosophy  is  not  an  intellectual  pursuit  but  a  dedicated  life. 
The  first,  “  discrimination  between  things  eternal  and  non¬ 
eternal,”  demands  of  the  student  the  power  of  thought,  which 
helps  him  to  distinguish  between  the  unchanging  reality  and 
the  changing  world.  For  those  who  possess  this  power,  it  is 
impossible  to  desist  from  the  enterprise  of  metaphysics. 
“  Renunciation  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  reward  here  and  in 
the  other  world  ”  is  the  second  requirement.  In  the  empirical 
world  and  man’s  temporal  life  within  it  there  is  little  to 
satisfy  the  aspirations  of  spirit.  Philosophy  gets  its  chance, 
as  well  as  its  justification,  through  the  disillusionment  which 
life  brings.  The  seeker  after  truth  must  refuse  to  abase 
himself  before  things  as  they  are  and  develop  an  austere 
detachment  characteristic  of  the  superior  mind.  Moral  pre¬ 
paration  is  insisted  on  as  the  third  requisite/  and,  lastly, 
longing  for  liberation  (mumuksutvam)  is  mentioned.  We 

1  Introduction  to  B.S.,  p.  xiv.  The  system  of  Samkara,  according  to 
Sir  Charles  Eliot,  “  in  consistency,  thoroughness  and  profundity,  holds  the 
first  place  in  Indian  philosophy  "  {Hinduism  and  Buddhism,  vol.  ii,  p.  208). 

»  S.B.,  Introduction.  j  S.B.,  ii.  1.1. 
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must  have  a  mind  disposed,  as  St.  Luke  expresses  it,  “  for 
eternal  life.”  1  Samkara  presents  to  us  the  true  ideal  of 
philosophy,  which  is  not  so  much  knowledge  as  wisdom,  not 
so  much  logical  learning  as  spiritual  freedom.  For  Sarhkara, 
as  for  some  of  the  greatest  thinkers  of  the  world,  Plato  and 
Plotinus,  Spinoza  and  Hegel,  philosophy  is  the  austere  vision 
of  eternal  truth,  majestic  in  its  freedom  from  the  petty  cares 
of  man’s  paltry  life.  Through  the  massive  and  at  the  same 
time  subtle  dialectic  of  Samkara  there  shows  forth  a  vivid, 
emotional  temperament,  without  which  philosophy  tends  to 
become  a  mere  game  of  logic.  A  master  of  the  strictest  logic, 
he  is  also  master  of  a  noble  and  animated  poetry  which  belongs 
to  another  order.  The  rays  of  his  genius  have  illumined 
the  dark  places  of  thought  and  soothed  the  sorrows  of 
the  most  forlorn  heart.  While  his  philosophy  fortifies  and 
consoles  many,  there  are,  of  course,  those  to  whom  it  seems 
to  be  an  abyss  of  contradiction  and  darkness.  But  whether 
we  agree  or  differ,  the  penetrating  light  of  his  mind  never 
leaves  us  where  we  were. 


IT 

Date  and  Life  of  Samkara 

According  to  Telang,  Saiiikara  flourished  about  the  middle  or  the 
end  of  the  sixth  century  a.d.2  Sir  R.  G.  Bhandarkar  proposes  a.d.  68o 
as  the  date  of  Saihkara’s  birth,  and  is  even  inclined  to  go  a  few  years 
earlier. 3  Max  Muller  and  Professor  Macdonell  hold  that  he  was  born 
in  a.d.  788,  and  died  in  a.d.  820.  That  he  flourished  in  the  first  quarter 
of  the  ninth  century  is  also  the  opinion  of  Professor  Keith. 4 

The  picture  of  a  solitary  ascetic  thinker,  at  home  in  austere  medita¬ 
tion  as  well  as  in  practical  work,  touches  our  imagination.  Some  of 
Sariikara’s  disciples  compiled  biographical  accounts  of  which  the  chief 


*  Acts,  xiii.  48.  See  I.P.,  pp.  45-46. 

»  His  argument  is  that  Purnavarman  referred  to  in  Sarhkara’s  com¬ 
mentary  on  the  B.S.  was  a  Buddhist  king  of  Magadha  about  that  time. 

3  See  the  Report  on  the  Search  for  Sanskrit  MSS.,  1882,  p.  15. 

4  I.L.A.,  p.  30.  In  the  Nandisloka  of  Prabodhacandrodaya  of  Krsna 
Misra  (eleventh  century  a.d.  circa),  the  most  popular  illustrations  of  the 
conception  of  maya  as  those  of  the  mirage  and  the  snake-rope  are  given. 
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are  Madhava’s  Samkamdigvijaya  and  Anandagiri’s  Samkaravijaya.1 
Sariikara  belonged  to  the  simple,  learned  and  hardworking  Nambudri 
sect  of  Brahmins  of  Malabar,  and  is  generally  supposed  to  have  been 
bom  at  Kaladi,  on  the  West  Coast  of  the  peninsula.3  Though  there 
is  a  tradition  that  Siva  was  the  family  deity  of  Sariikara,  it  is  also 
held  that  he  was  by  birth  a  Sakta.  Early  in  his  youth  he  went  to 
a  Vedic  school,  presided  over  by  Govinda,  the  pupil  of  Gaudapada. 
In  all  his  works,  Sariikara  subscribes  himself  as  the  pupil  of  Govinda, 
who  evidently  taught  him  the  main  principles  of  the  Advaita  system. 
Even  while  a  young  boy  of  eight  he  is  said  to  have  devoured  with 
avidity  and  delight  all  the  Vedas.  Apparently  he  was  a  youthful  prodigy 
of  Vedic  learning  and  free  intelligence.  He  was  impressed  with  the 
mystery  and  importance  of  life,  and  had  an  early  vision  of  the  beauty 
of  holiness.  Before  he  learned  the  ways  of  the  world,  he  rejected  them 
and  became  a  sarinyasin.  But  he  was  no  passionless  recluse.  The 
pure  flame  of  truth  burned  within  him.  He  wandered  as  a  teacher 
from  place  to  place,  engaging  in  discussions  with  the  leaders  of  other 
schools  of  thought.  According  to  the  traditional  accounts,  he  met, 
in  the  course  of  these  tours,  Kumarila  3  and  Mandana  MiSra,  who  later 
became  his  disciple  under  the  name  of  Sure£varacarya.<  The  story  of 
his  entering  the  dead  body  of  Amaruka  shows  that  Sariikara  was  an 
adept  in  yogic  practices.  He  established  four  mutts  or  monasteries, 
of  which  the  chief  is  the  one  at  Sringeri  in  the  Mysore  Province.  The 
others  are  those  at  Puri  in  the  East,  Dvaraka  in  the  West,  and 
Badarinath  in  the  Himalayas.  A  touching  incident,  about  which 
tradition  is  unanimous,  shows  how  full  of  the  milk  of  human  kindness 
and  filial  affection  Sariikara  was.  In  open  defiance  of  the  rules  which 
govern  the  order  of  Saririyasins,  Sariikara  performed  the  funeral  rites  of 
his  mother,  and  thus  incurred  the  serious  opposition  of  his  community. 
He  died  at  Kedarnath  in  the  Himalayas  at  the  age  of  thirty-two,  according 
to  the  tradition.  To  us,  men  of  life  and  feeling,  there  seems  to  be  a  certain 
bareness  in  the  life  of  Sariikara  lacking  the  colour  and  joy  of  cheerful 
fellowship  and  social  amusement,  but  this  is  generally  the  case  with 
those  who  pursue  the  higher  life  and  feel  called  to  exalt  God’s  righteous¬ 
ness  and  the  claims  of  spirit.  He  was  a  prophet  commissioned  to  lead 
a  people  along  the  paths  of  virtue,  and  nobody  in  India  can  undertake 


1  Cidvilasa  and  Sadananda  wrote  some  accounts.  Skanda  Parana  gives 
a  few  facts  (see  ix).  A  Madhva  writer*  Narayanacarya,  relates  some  details 
in  his  Madhvavijaya  and  Manimanjari.  But  many  of  the  facts  mentioned 
in  these  are  legendary  and  of  doubtful  historical  value.  See  Life  and  Times 
of  Sariikara,  by  C.  N.  Krisnaswami  Aiyar,  Madras. 

1  Anandagiri  holds  that  Sariikara  was  born  at  Cidambaram  in  44  b.c. 
and  died  in  12  B.c.  His  views  have  not  received  much  support. 

J  A  South  Indian  tradition  states  that  Sariikara  was  a  disciple  of 
Kumarila. 

<  Professor  Hiriyanna  of  Mysore  has  urged  cogent  arguments  against 
the  identification  of  Suresvara  with  Magana  Miira.  See  J.R.A.S.,  April 
1923,  and  January  1924. 
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this  task  if  he  does  not  back  his  message  with  a  life  of  detachment 
from  the  cares  of  the  world. 

In  a  few  years  Samkara  practised  several  careers,  each  enough  to 
satisfy  an  ordinary  man.  His  great  achievement  in  the  field  of  specu¬ 
lation  is  the  Advaita  system  which  he  developed  by  means  of  commen¬ 
taries  on  the  ancient  texts.  He  found  it  the  best  way  to  reconcile 
contemporary  standards  of  knowledge  and  belief  with  the  ancient  texts 
and  traditions.  The  sixth  and  the  seventh  centuries  saw  the  rise  of 
popular  Hinduism.  In  the  South,  Buddhism  had  begun  to  decline  1 
and  Jainism  was  at  its  zenith.  The  Vedic  rites  were  falling  into 
disrepute.  Saivite  bhaktas  (adiyars)  and  Vaisnavite  devotees  (ajvars) 
were  popularising  the  way  of  devotion  to  God.  Festivals  and  temple 
worship  connected  with  Puranic  Hinduism  were  spreading  everywhere. 
In  South  India  the  Pallava  sovereignty  was  supreme,  and  in  the  freedom 
and  peace  afforded  by  a  central  government,  Brahmanism  was  being 
transformed  into  Hinduism.  The  religious  persuasions  of  the  Pallava 
kings  give  a  clear  indication  of  the  reconstruction  then  taking  place. 
While  the  earliest  rulers  of  the  Pallava  dynasty  were  Buddhists,  those 
next  in  order  were  Vaisnavites,  while  the  latest  were  Saivites.  As  a 
reaction  against  the  ascetic  tendency  of  Buddhism  and  the  devotional 
one  of  theism,  the  Mimamsakas  were  exaggerating  the  importance  of 
Vedic  rites.  Kumarila  and  Mandana  Mi&ra  denounced  the  value  of 
jnana  and  safinyasa,  and  insisted  on  the  value  of  karma  and  the  stage 
of  the  householder.  Samkara  appeared,  at  one  and  the  same  time,  as 
an  eager  champion  of  the  orthodox  faith  and  a  spiritual  reformer.  He 
tried  to  bring  back  the  age  from  the  brilliant  luxury  of  the  Puranas 
to  the  mystic  truth  of  the  Upanisads.  The  power  of  the  faith  to  lead 
the  soul  to  the  higher  life  became  for  him  the  test  of  its  strength.  He 
felt  impelled  to  attempt  the  spiritual  direction  of  his  age  by  formulating 
a  philosophy  and  religion  which  could  satisfy  the  ethical  and  spiritual 
needs  of  the  people  better  than  the  systems  of  Buddhism,  Mimamsa 
and  Bhakti.  The  theists  were  veiling  the  truth  in  a  mist  of  sentiment. 
With  their  genius  for  mystical  experience,  they  were  indifferent  to  the 
practical  concerns  of  life.  The  MImamsaka  emphasis  on  karma 
developed  ritualism  devoid  of  spirit.  Virtue  can  face  the  dark  perils 
of  life  and  survive  only  if  it  be  the  fine  flower  of  thought.  The  Advaita 
philosophy  alone,  in  the  opinion  of  Samkara,  could  do  justice  to  the 
truth  of  the  conflicting  creeds,  and  so  he  wrote  all  his  works  with  the 
one  purpose  of  helping  the  individual  to  a  realisation  of  the  identity 
of  his  soul  with  Brahman,  which  is  the  means  of  liberation  from 
samsara.2  In  his  wanderings  from  his  birthplace  in  Malabar  to  the 
Himalayas  in  the  north  he  came  across  many  phases  of  worship,  and 


1  While  Fahian  saw  Buddhism  flourishing  in  the  fifth  century,  Yuan- 
Chwang,  who  came  later,  t.e.  in  the  sixth  and  seventh  centuries,  witnessed 
evident  signs  of  decline.  Bana’s  Harscicarita  confirms  this  impression. 

2  '  ‘  Samsarahetunivrttisadhanabrahmatmaikatvavidyapratipattaye.” 

S.B.,  i.  i.  i. 
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accepted  all  those  which  had  in  them  the  power  to  elevate  man  and 
refine  his  life.  He  did  not  preach  a  single  exclusive  method  of  salva¬ 
tion,  but  composed  hymns  of  unmistakable  grandeur  addressed  to 
the  different  gods  of  popular  Hinduism — Visnu,  Siva,  Sakti,  Surya. 
All  this  affords  a  striking  testimony  to  the  universality  of  his  sym¬ 
pathies  and  the  wealth  of  natural  endowment.  While  revivifying  the 
popular  religion,  he  also  purified  it.  He  put  down  the  grosser  mani¬ 
festations  of  the  Sakta  worship  in  South  India,  and  it  is  a  pity  that 
his  influence  is  not  perceptible  in  the  great  temple  of  Kali  in  Calcutta. 
In  the  Deccan,  it  is  said  that  he  suppressed  the  unclean  worship  of 
Siva  as  a  dog  under  the  name  of  Mallari,  and  the  pernicious  practices 
of  Kapalikas  whose  god  Bhairava  desired  human  victims.  He  con¬ 
demned  branding  or  marking  the  body  with  hot  metallic  designs. 
He  learned  from  the  Buddhist  church  that  discipline,  freedom  from 
superstition  and  ecclesiastical  organisations  help  to  preserve  the  faith 
clean  and  strong,  and  himself  established  ten  religious  orders  of  which 
four  retain  their  prestige  till  to-day. 

The  life  of  Samkara  makes  a  strong  impression  of  contraries.  He 
is  a  philosopher  and  a  poet,  a  savant  and  a  saint,  a  mystic  and  a  religious 
reformer.  Such  diverse  gifts  did  he  possess  that  different  images 
present  themselves,  if  we  try  to  recall  his  personality.  One  sees  him 
in  youth,  on  fire  with  intellectual  ambition,  a  stiff  and  intrepid  debater  ; 
another  regards  him  as  a  shrewd  political  genius,  attempting  to  impress 
on  the  people  a  sense  of  unity ;  for  a  third,  he  is  a  calm  philosopher 
engaged  in  the  single  effort  to  expose  the  contradictions  of  life  and 
thought  with  an  unmatched  incisiveness  ;  for  a  fourth,  he  is  the  mystic 
who  declares  that  we  are  all  greater  than  we  know.  There  have  been 
few  minds  more  universal  than  his. 


Ill 

Literature 

The  central  texts  of  the  school  are  Saihkara’s  commentaries  on 
the  principal  Upanisads,1  the  Bhagavadgita  and  the  Vedanta  Sutra. 
Upade&asahasri  and  V iv ekacuddmani  reflect  his  general  position.  His 
popular  hymns  to  the  different  forms  of  Godhead,  such  as  Daksina- 
murti  Slotra,  Harimide  Stotra,  Anandalaharl  and  Saundaryalahart, 
explain  to  us  his  faith  in  life  and  justify  his  love  of  it.  Other  works 
attributed  to  him  are  Aptavajrasuci,  Atmabodha,  Mohamudgara,  Data- 
ilokt,  Aparoksanubhuti  and  commentaries  on  Visnusahasranama  and 
Sanatsujdtlya.  The  many  strands  of  the  complex  texture  of  his 

1  The  Chdndogya,  the  Brhaddranyaka,  the  Taittirlya,  the  Aitareya,  the 
Svetasvatara,  the  Kena,  the  Katha,  the  Isa,  the  Prakna,  the  Mundaka,  and 
the  Mdndukya.  He  is  also  said  to  have  written  commentaries  on  the 
Atharvabikhd,  Atharvasiras  and  Nrsimhatdpanlya  Upanisads. 
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personality  found  their  expression  in  his  writings.  The  great  point 
about  his  style  is  the  way  in  which  it  mirrors  the  qualities  of  his  mind, 
its  force,  its  logic,  its  feeling  and  its  sense  of  humour.  The  philosophy 
set  forth  by  Samkara  has  a  long  history  which  is  yet  in  progress.  The 
upholders  of  other  views  generally  support  their  positions  by  refuting 
those  of  Samkara.  This  has  rendered  necessary  a  defence  of  Sarhkara’s 
position  in  every  age.  It  is  not  possible  for  us  to  trace  adequately 
the  fortunes  of  his  system  in  times  later  than  his  own.1 


1  Suresvaracarya’s  Varttikas  and  Naiskarmyasiddhi,  Vacaspati’s  Bhamatl, 
Padmapada’s  Pancapddika,  and  Anandagiri’s  Nyayanirnaya  are  well-known 
Advaita  treatises,  which  were  composed  immediately  after  Samkara’s  time. 
Amalananda’s  Kalpataru  (middle  of  the  thirteenth  century)  is  a  commentary 
On  Bhamatl.  Appayadiksita  (sixteenth  century)  wrote  his  Kalpatarupari- 
mala,  a  voluminous  treatise  on  the  Kalpataru.  His  Siddhantalesa  is  an 
important  summary  of  the  divergent  developments  of  Advaita.  Padma¬ 
pada’s  Pancapddika,  which  is  an  elaborate  gloss  on  the  first  four  sutras 
was  commented  on  by  Prakasatman  (a.d.  1200)  in  his  Pancapadikavivarana. 
Vidyaranya  (fourteenth  century),  generally  identified  with  Madhava,  wrote 
his  Vivaranaprameyasamgraha  as  a  gloss  on  Prakasatman’s  work.  While 
his  Pancadasl  is  a  classic  of  later  Advaita,  his  Jivanmuktiviveka  is  also  of 
considerable  value.  Tradition  is  divided  as  to  the  authorship  of  the 
Pancadasl.  Vidyaranya  is  said  to  have  written  the  first  six  chapters  and 
Bharatitirtha  the  other  nine  (see  Pltambarasvamin's  ed.,  p.  6).  Niscaladasa, 
in  his  Vrttiprabhakara  (p.  424),  assigns  the  first  ten  to  Vidyaranya  and  the 
other  five  to  Bharatitirtha.  Sarvajnatmamuni  (a.d.  900)  made  a  general 
survey  of  Samkara's  position  in  his  Samksepasdriraka,  which  was  commented 
on  by  Ramatirtha.  Sri  Harsa’s  Khandanakhandakhadya  (a.d.  1190)  is  the 
greatest  work  of  Advaita  dialectics.  It  is  one  long  dissertation  on  the 
vanity  of  philosophy,  setting  forth  the  inability  of  the  human  mind  to 
compass  those  exalted  objects  which  its  speculative  ingenuity  suggests  as 
worthy  of  its  pursuit.  In  the  spirit  of  Nagarjuna,  he  analyses  the  common 
categories  with  minuteness  and  accuracy  and  takes  the  reader  through  a 
long  and  arduous  process  of  dissection  to  establish  the  simple  truth  that 
nothing  can  be  conclusively  proved  to  be  either  true  or  false.  Everything 
is  doubtful  except  universal  consciousness.  His  belief  in  the  ultimate 
reality  of  spirit  marks  him  off  from  Buddhist  nihilism  (i.  5).  He  discusses 
at  great  length  the  pramanas  of  the  Nyaya,  its  theory  of  causation,  and 
argues  that  the  Nyaya  is  busy  with  apparent  existence  and  not  reality. 
The  diversity  of  things  is  not  ultimate  (i.  9),  while  the  absolute  is,  though 
never  known.  Citsukha  wrote  a  commentary  on  it  in  addition  to  an  inde¬ 
pendent  work  on  the  same  lines  known  as  Tattvadlpika.  Citsukhiyam  is 
criticised  in  Nyaydmrtam.  Madhusudana  Sarasvatl  (sixteenth  century) 
criticises  the  latter  work  in  his  Advaitasiddhi.  Ramacarya  criticises  Advaita- 
siddhi  in  his  Tarangiril.  Gaufiabrahmanandlyam,  or  Gurucandrika,  a  work 
by  Brahmananda,  is  a  defence  of  Advaitasiddhi  against  the  criticism  of  Taran- 
gini.  Samkara  Mi£ra  and  Raghunatha  wrote  independent  works  on  the 
Khandana ..  Dh^I^Laraja’s  V eddntaparibhasd  (sixteenth  century)  is  an  excellent 
manual  of  logical  metaphysics.  Ramakrsna,  the  son  of  Dharmaraja,  wrote  his 
Sikhamani  on  it.  Amaradasa's  Mayiprabha  is  a  useful  gloss  on  it. 
Vijnanabhik§u's  Vijndnamrta  (sixteenth  century)  attempts  to  prove  that 
the  duality  of  the  Samkhya  persists  within  the  Vedanta.  Advaitananda’s 
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IV 

Gaudapada 

Gaudapada  1  is  the  first  systematic  exponent  of  the 
Advaita  Vedanta.  He  is  reputed  to  be  the  teacher  of 
Samkara’s  teacher,  Govinda,  and  is  said  to  have  lived  about 
the  beginning  of  the  eighth  century  or  the  end  of  the  seventh.2 
It  is  said  that  Gaudapada  also  wrote  a  commentary  on  the 
Uttaragita.  The  central  principles  of  the  Advaita  philosophy, 
such  as  the  orders  of  reality,  the  identity  of  Brahman  and 
Atman,  Maya,  the  inapplicability  of  causation  to  ultimate 
reality,  jnana  or  wisdom,  as  the  direct  means  to  moksa  or 

Brahmavidydbharana  (fifteenth  century),  Govindananda’s  Ratnaprabha, 
Sadananda’s  Veddntasara  (fifteenth  century),  with  its  commentaries,  Subodhinl 
and  Vidvanmanorahjani,  Prakasananda’s  Siddhdntamuktdvali,  Sadananda’s 
Advaitabrahmasiddhi,  Laksmidhara’s  Advaitamakaranda  are  other  works  of 
considerable  importance.  Many  of  the  later  Upanisads,  such  as  Mahopanisad 
and  religious  works  like  Yogavasistha  and  Adhydlmardmaya'tia,  advocate 
advaitism.  Yogavasistha  is  coloured  by  the  Buddhist  views.  Cp. 

Yad  idam  drsyate  kincit  tan  nasti  kim  api  dhruvam 
Yatha  gandharvanagaram  yatha  vari  marusthale  (ii). 

Many  other  works  on  Advaita  Vedanta  have  been  written  which  do  not 
add  to  the  depth  and  solidity  of  ^amkara's  utterances.  Suresvara, 
Vacaspati,  Padmapada,  &ri  Harsa,  Vidyaranya,  Citsukha,  Sarvajhatmamuni, 
Madhusudana  Sarasvati,  Appayadiksita,  though  they  all  belong  to  the  same 
general  type  of  thinking,  have  something  fresh  to  say,  and  reflect  some  facet 
of  the  meaning  of  absolute  idealism  not  seen  before  with  the  same  intensity. 
While  they  employ  the  same  method  and  expound  the  same  view,  they  yet 
manage  to  maintain  their  own  individualities. 

»  He  is,  perhaps,  not  the  same  as  the  author  of  the  commentary  on  the 
Samkhya  system. 

1  He  must  be  much  earlier,  since  Walleser  states  that  the  Karika  is 
quoted  in  the  Tibetan  translation  of  Bhavaviveka’s  Tarkajvala.  The  latter 
author  is  earlier  than  Yuan  Chwang,  and  Gaudapada  must  be  therefore 
about  a.d.  550  or  so  (see  Jacobi,  J.A.O.S.,  April  1913).  Jacobi  believes 
that  the  Karika  is  later  than  the  B.S.  This  view  is  not  affected  by  the 
absence  of  any  references  to  the  B.S.  in  the  ancient  Buddhist  works,  for 
the  “  enigmatical  character  "  of  the  B.S.  makes  it  impossible  for  outsiders 
to  quote  it  to  illustrate  points  of  the  Vedanta  philosophy.  ”  Besides,  the 
Buddhists  may  have  ignored  the  old  Vedanta  of  Badarayana,  as  the  Jainas 
did  so  late  as  the  ninth  century  a.d.  ;  but  they  could  not  well  have  ignored 
the  GaudapadI,  since  that  work  taught  a  philosophy  which  resembled  their 
own  in  many  regards  ”  (J.A.O.S.,  April  1913).  Many  Indian  scholars  are 
inclined  to  Jacobi’s  opinion,  though  not  for  his  reasons,  as  against  that  of 
Walleser. 
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freedom,  and  the  inconceivability  of  absolute  nothing,  are  set 
forth  in  the  Karika.  This  work  is  divided  into  four  chapters. 
The  first,  called  the  Agama,  explains  the  text  of  the  Mandu- 
kyopanisad.  Gaudapada  tries  to  show  that  his  view  of 
reality  is  sanctioned  by  sruti  and  supported  by  reason.1  The 
second  chapter,  called  Vaitathya,  explains  by  means  of  argu¬ 
ments  the  phenomenal  nature  of  the  world,  characterised  as 
it  is  by  duality  and  opposition.  The  third  part  establishes 
the  Advaita  theory.  In  the  last  part,  called  Alatasanti  or 
Quenching  the  Firebrand,  there  is  a  further  development  of 
the  Advaita  position  regarding  the  sole  reality  of  the  Atman 
and  the  relative  character  of  our  ordinary  experience.  As  a 
stick  burning  at  one  end,  when  waved  round,  quickly  produces 
an  illusion  of  a  circle  of  fire  (alatacakra),  so  is  it  with  the 
multiplicity  of  the  world.2  It  refers  to  the  Yogacara  views, 
and  mentions  the  name  of  Buddha  half  a  dozen  times. 

Gaudapada  lived  at  a  time  when  Buddhism  was  widely 
prevalent.  Naturally  he  was  familiar  with  Buddhistic  doc¬ 
trines,  which  he  accepted  when  they  were  not  in  conflict 
with  his  own  Advaita.  To  the  Buddhists  he  appealed  on  the 
ground  that  his  view  did  not  depend  on  any  theological  text 
or  revelation.  To  the  orthodox  Hindu  he  said  that  it  had 
the  sanction  of  authority  also.  His  liberal  views  enabled  him 
to  accept  doctrines  associated  with  Buddhism  and  adjust 
them  to  the  Advaita  design. 


V 

Analysis  of  Experience 

We  have  referred,  in  another  place,  to  the  theory  of  the 
grades  or  kinds  of  consciousness  sketched  in  the  ManUukyo- 
panisad.3  Gaudapada  takes  his  stand  on  this  analysis  and 

1  iii.  23. 

*  See  also  Maitrayani  Upanisad,  vi.  24.  The  simile  is  frequently  employed 
in  Buddhist  writings.  Indeed,  in  language  and  thought  the  Karika  of 
Gaudapada  bears  a  striking  resemblance  to  the  Madhyamika  writings,  and 
contains  many  illustrations  used  in  them.  Cp.  especially  ii.  32  ;  iv.  59. 
See  J.R.A.S.,  1910.  pp.  136  if. 

3  See  vol.  i,  pp.  32-33,  159  Cp.  Bradley  :  Truth  and  Reality 

pp.  462-4. 
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urges  that  dream  experiences  are  on  a  par  with  the  waking 
ones.  If  the  dream  states  do  not  fit  into  the  context  of  the 
general  experience  of  our  fellow  men  or  of  our  own  normal 
experience,1  it  must  be  understood  that  it  is  not  because 
they  fall  short  of  absolute  reality,  but  because  they  do  not 
conform  to  our  conventional  standards.  They  constitute  a 
separate  class  of  experiences,  and,  within  their  order,  they 
are  coherent.  The  water  in  the  dream  can  quench  the  thirst 
in  the  dream,  and  to  say  that  it  does  not  quench  the  real 
thirst  is  irrelevant.  To  say  so  is  to  assume  that  waking 
experience  is  real  in  itself  and  is  the  only  real.  The  two, 
waking  and  dream  states,  are  equally  real  within  their  own 
orders  or  equally  unreal  in  an  absolute  sense.3  Gaudapada 
recognises  that  the  objects  of  waking  experience  are  common 
to  us  all,  while  those  of  dreams  are  the  private  property  of 
the  dreamer.  3  Yet  he  says  :  “  As  in  dream,  so  in  waking, 
the  objects  seen  are  unreal.”  4  His  contention  is  that  what¬ 
ever  is  presented  as  an  object  is  unreal.  The  argument  that 
all  objects  are  unreal  and  only  the  subject  that  is  the  constant 
witness  self  is  real,  is  suggested  in  some  Upanisads  and 
developed  with  negative  results  in  Buddhistic  thought.  It  is 
now  employed  by  Gaudapada  to  prove  that  life  is  a  waking 
dream. 5  We  accept  the  waking  world  as  objective,  not 
because  we  experience  other  people’s  mental  states,  but 
because  we  accept  their  testimony.  The  relations  of  space, 
time  and  cause,  which  govern  the  objects  of  the  waking 
world,  need  not  be  considered  to  be  ultimate.  According  to 
Gaudapada,  “  By  the  nature  of  a  thing  is  understood  that 
which  is  complete  in  itself,  that  which  is  its  very  condition, 

1  ii.  203. 

1  “  When  I  consider  the  matter  carefully,  I  do  not  find  a  single  charac¬ 
teristic  by  means  of  which  I  can  certainly  determine  whether  I  am  awake 
or  whether  I  dream.  The  visions  of  a  dream  and  the  experiences  of  my 
waking  state  are  so  much  alike  that  I  am  completely  puzzled,  and  I  do  not 
really  know  that  I  am  not  dreaming  at  this  moment  ”  (Descartes  :  Medita¬ 
tions,  p.  i) .  Pascal  is  right  when  he  asserts  that  if  the  same  dream  came  to 
us  every  night  we  should  be  just  as  much  occupied  by  it  as  by  the  things 
which  we  see  every  day.  To  quote  his  words  :  “  If  an  artisan  were  certain 
that  he  would  dream  every  night  for  fully  twelve  hours  that  he  was  a  king, 
I  believe  that  he  would  be  just  as  happy  as  a  king  who  dreams  every  night 
for  twelve  hours  that  he  is  an  artisan.” 

»  ii.  14.  4  ii.  4. 


J  ii.  31. 
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that  which  is  inborn,  that  which  is  not  accidental,  or  that 
which  does  not  cease  to  be  itself/'  1  When  we  apply  such  a 
test,  we  find  that  both  the  souls  and  the  world  are  nothing 
by  themselves  and  are  Atman  only.2 

The  phenomena  of  experience  present  themselves  to  our 
mind  as  obeying  certain  laws  and  bound  by  certain  relations, 
of  which  the  chief  is  cause.  What  is  the  order  in  which  the 
cause  and  the  effect  succeed  each  other  ?  If  they  are  simul¬ 
taneous,  like  the  two  horns  of  an  animal,  they  cannot  be 
related  as  cause  and  effect.  The  analogy  of  the  seed  and 
the  tree  is  not  more  helpful.  We  cannot  call  anything  an 
effect  if  we  do  not  know  its  cause. 3  In  the  nature  of  the 
case,  the  causal  explanation  cannot  be  complete.  We  regard 
any  given  state  of  things  as  conditioned  and  ask  for  its  con¬ 
ditions,  and  when  the  latter  are  found  we  have  to  go  behind 
them.  Such  a  process  has  no  finality  about  it.4  If,  however, 
we  believe  that  there  are  beginningless  eternal  causes  which 
are  themselves  uncaused  and  yet  produce  effects,  then  how, 
Gaudapada  asks,  can  that  which  produces  itself  be  unpro¬ 
duced  (aja)  ?  How  can  a  thing  which  changes  be  also 
eternal  ?  Where  can  we  find  unproduced  things  producing 
things  ?  Cause  and  effect  are  obviously  relative,  sustaining 
each  other  and  falling  together.  5  Causality  is  not  of  the 
nature  of  reality,  but  only  a  condition  of  knowledge.  Gauda¬ 
pada  says  :  “  Neither  the  unreal  nor  the  real  can  have  the 
unreal  as  their  cause  ;  nor  can  the  real  have  the  real  as  its 
cause  .  .  .  and  how  could  the  real  be  a  cause  of  the  unreal  ?  ”  6 
The  difficulties  of  causation  lead  Gaudapada  to  say  that 
“  nothing  is  produced  either  by  itself  or  by  another,  nor  is 
anything  in  fact  produced,  whether  it  be  being,  or  non-being, 
or  either/’  7  Causation  is  an  impossibility.  We  cannot  say 
either  that  God  is  the  cause  of  the  world  or  that  the  waking 

«  iv.  9.  1  iv.  io.  28,  61. 

3  iv.  16-21.  4  Ch.  iv.  11-13,  21,  23.  25. 

5  iv.  14-15.  6  iv.  40. 

7  iv.  22.  Samkara  comments  on  this  thus  :  “  In  fact,  the  being  produced 
by  something  is  impossible  to  establish  in  any  manner.  Nothing  is  born 
of  itself,  i.e.  from  its  own  form.  Nothing  can  reproduce  itself,  as  a  jar  a  jar. 
Nor  is  anything  produced  from  something  else,  as  cloth  from  a  jar  ;  and 
another  cloth  from  the  first ;  and  nothing  can  be  born  both  of  itself  and 
of  another  for  obvious  reasons  ;  for  a  jar  and  a  cloth  cannot  together  producp 
either  the  one  or  the  other.” 
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experience  is  the  cause  of  the  dream  states.1  The  various 
things,  subjective  and  objective,  the  individual  souls  and  the 
world,  are  all  unreal.2  They  only  seem  to  be  real  so  long  as 
we  accept  the  principle  of  causality.  3  “  Everything  is  pro¬ 

duced  by  the  power  of  samvrti  (or  relative  truth),  and  nothing 
is  therefore  eternal ;  everything,  again,  is  unborn,  being 
inseparable  from  sat ,  and  there  is  nothing  therefore  like 
destruction.”  4  Production  and  destruction  are  only  pheno¬ 
mena,  and  in  reality  there  is  nothing  produced  or  destroyed. 5 
We  have  to  negate  causality  and  other  relations  to  reach  the 
real,  which  transcends  the  phenomenal.6 

It  is  necessary  to  note  that  the  distinction  of  subjective 
and  objective  in  the  Advaita  is  not  identical  with  the  usual 
one.  The  mental  world  is  as  much  objective  or  unreal  as 
the  material,  for  the  only  subject  or  reality  is  the  Atman. 
While  both  Gaudapada  and  Samkara  advocate  this  view, 
Samkara  takes  special  care  to  distinguish  the  dream  world 
from  the  waking  one.  While  Samkara  insists  that  the  two 
worlds,  mental  and  material,  are  not  of  the  same  kind  or 
order,  though  they  are  in  essence  Brahman,  Gaudapada  is 
liable  to  the  charge  of  subjectivism  in  the  traditional  sense, 
since  he  uses  the  arguments  which  the  Buddhist  Vijnanavada 
employs  to  prove  the  unreality  of  external  objects  of  per¬ 
ception  and  traces  them  to  ideas  of  mind. 7  It  is  the  movement 
of  consciousness  (vijnanaspanditam)  that  produces  the  appear¬ 
ance  of  the  perceiving  and  the  perceived,  and  we  imagine  a 
variety  where  it  is  not.8  The  world  exists  only  in  the  mind 
of  man. 9  Gaudapada  reduces  all  reality  to  mental  impres¬ 
sions,  and  declares  that  the  latter  have  no  objective  causes. 
“  Arguments  drawn  from  the  nature  of  the  things  points  to 

r  jv-  39-  *  iv.  51-52,  67.  3  iv.  55-56;  iv.  42. 

4  iv.  57.  5  ii.  32.  6  Prapancopa£amam,  ii.  35. 

7  Jacobi  puts  Gaudapada's  argument  in  the  following  syllogistic  form: 
“  Things  seen  in  the  waking  state  are  not  true  :  this  is  the  proposition 
(pratijna)  ;  because  they  are  seen,  this  is  the  reason  (hetu) ;  just  like  things 
seen  in  a  dream,  this  is  the  instance  (drstanta)  :  as  things  seen  in  a  dream 
are  not  true,  so  the  property  of  being  seen  belongs  in  like  manner  to  things 
seen  in  the  waking  state  ;  this  is  the  application  of  the  reason  (hetupanaya)  ; 
therefore  things  seen  in  the  waking  state  are  also  untrue  ;  this  is  the  con¬ 
clusion  (nigamana)  ”  (J.A.O.S.,  vol.  xxxiii,  part  i,  April  1913).  See  also 
ii.  29,  31  ;  iv.  61-66,  72-73. 

*  ii.  15  and  17,  and  iv.  47.  9  iv.  45-48,  72  ;  iv.  77  ;  i.  17. 
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the  causelessness  of  the  cause.”  1  “  The  citta  (or  thought) 

does  not  relate  itself  to  objects,  nor  does  it  allow  them  to 
reflect  themselves  in  itself  ;  for  objects  are  unreal  and  their 
reflection  is  not  apart  from  it  (citta).”  2 

The  realist  contends  that  ideas  and  feelings  would  not 
arise  if  external  things  did  not  cause  them.  Gaudapada 
shows  the  unreasonableness  of  assuming  objects  existing 
beside  and  independent  of  ideas,  and  Samkara  is  obliged  to 
admit  that  this  refutation  is  “  the  argument  of  the  Buddhists 
of  the  Vijnanavada  school  who  combat  the  opinion  of  the 
realists  (bahyarthavadins),  and  the  teacher  agrees  with  them 
thus  far.”  3 

But  even  the  theory  of  a  real  flow  of  ideas  is  repugnant 
to  Gaudapada.  He  refutes  the  central  position  of  the  Vijna¬ 
navada,  viz.  the  reality  of  citta.  “  Therefore  mind  (citta) 
does  not  originate,  nor  do  objects  cognised  by  the  mind 
originate.  Those  who  pretend  to  recognise  the  origination 
of  them  seem  to  see  only  marks  in  the  air.”  4  If  the  whole 
experience  is  only  apparent,  what  is  the  distinction  between 
true  and  false  perception  ?  From  the  standpoint  of  the 
absolute,  there  is  none  at  all.  The  perception  of  the  rope  as 
rope  is  as  vicious  as  the  perception  of  the  rope  as  snake. 
The  consciousness  of  objects  present  in  waking  and  dream 
experiences  is  not  a  constant  factor.  We  have  dreamless 
sleep  in  which  there  is  no  cognition  of  external  and  internal 
objects.  We  have  only  a  unity  where  all  things  seem  to 
melt  into  one  indiscriminate  mass  of  sentiency.5  The  exist¬ 
ence  of  this  state  is  a  clear  evidence  that  knowledge,  with  its 
distinctions  of  knower  and  known,  is  not  ultimate.  Dreams 
are  real  so  long  as  we  dream  ;  waking  experiences  so  long  as 
we  do  not  dream  or  sleep.  Dreamless  sleep  from  which  we 
pass  into  waking  or  dream  is  as  unreal  as  the  other  states, 
and  all  the  three  disclose  their  relative  character  when  the 
individual  wakes  up  “  from  the  sleep  of  delusion,  which  has 

1  iv.  25.  Samkara,  commenting  on  it,  writes  :  “  Jars,  etc.,  which  you 
take  as  the  objective  causes  of  subjective  impressions,  have  themselves  no 
cause,  nothing  to  rest  upon  ;  they  are  therefore  not  the  cause  of  subjective 
impressions.” 

,  1  iv.  26.  3  iv.  21,  25-27.  4  iv.  28. 

5  Yatha  ratrau  naisena  tamasa’vibhajyamanam  sarvam  ghanam  iva, 
tadvat  prajnanaghana  eva.  S.B.  Mand,  Up.  5. 
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no  beginning,  and  realises  the  unborn,  ever  awake,  dreamless, 
one,  without  a  second.”  1 

Another  reason  assigned  for  the  unreality  of  the  world  is 
that  “  anything  which  is  naught  at  the  beginning  and  is  so 
also  at  the  end,  necessarily  does  not  exist  in  the  middle.”  2 
In  other  words,  whatever  has  beginning  or  end  is  unreal. 3 
The  test  of  reality  is  not  objectivity  or  practical  efficiency, 
but  persistence  for  all  time  or  absolute  self-existence.  Objects 
of  waking  experience  come  to  naught  in  dreams,  and  vice 
versa.  Gaudapada  thus  establishes  the  unreal  character  of 
the  world  of  experience  (i)  by  its  similarity  to  dream  states  ; 
(2)  by  its  presented  or  objective  character  ;  (3)  by  the  unin¬ 
telligibility  of  the  relations  which  organise  it ;  and  (4)  by  its 
non-persistence  for  all  time. 

Admitting  that  relativity  is  the  all-absorbing  power 
governing  things  in  the  realm  of  experience,  he  posits  the 
reality  of  something  which  transcends  experience  and  rela¬ 
tivity.  The  possibility  of  the  relative  implies  the  reality  of 
the  absolute.  If  we  deny  the  real,  we  deny  the  relative  also.4 
The  Upanisads  declare  that,  beyond  the  three  states,  as  the 
basis  of  them  all,  is  the  Atman.  5  It  alone  is.  It  is  indi¬ 
visible,  for  were  there  parts  in  it  there  would  be  plurality. 
There  can  be  no  differences  or  distinctions  in  being,  for  what 
is  different  from  being  is  non-being,  and  non-being  is  not. 
“  That  which  is  cannot  not  be,  as  that  which  is  not  cannot 
also  be.”  6  Being  is  identical  with  thought,  for  if  it  were 
not,  it  could  not  otherwise  be  absolutely  one.  Thought  is 
the  same  thing  as  being  ;  but  this  thought  is  not  human 
thought,  which  needs  an  object.  Such  a  conception  would 
involve  relations  and  therefore  dualism.  Thought  here  means 
simple  self-luminousness,  which  renders  possible  all  relative 
knowledge.  “  The  ever  unborn,  awake,  dreamless,  illumines 
itself  of  itself.  It  is  ever  illumined  by  its  very  nature.”  7 
The  absolute  is  not  to  be  confused  with  a  negative  blank 

‘  i-  16.  1  ii.  6.  3  ii.  7.  4  iii.  28. 

5  i.  1 .  Eka  eva  tridha  smrtah.  Cp. 

Sattvaj  jagaranam  vidyad,  rajasa  svapnam  adiset, 

Prasvapanam  tu  tamasa  turiyarh  trisu  samtatam. 

See  S.P.B.,  i.  91. 

6  iv.  4. 


7  iv.  81.  See  also  iii.  33,  35-36. 
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such  as  we  have  in  sound  sleep.  In  the  latter  we  have  non¬ 
cognition,  while  in  Brahman  we  have  pure  cognition.1  The 
three  states  of  waking,  dreaming  and  sleep  are  the  three 
modes  in  which  the  one  unconditioned  Atman  reveals  itself 
when  it  is  limited  by  different  upadhis  (limitations).3 


VI 

Creation 

Gaudapada  raises  the  question  of  the  relation  between  the 
supreme  principle  Atman  and  the  phenomenal  world.  If  we 
are  earnest  students  of  truth  (paramarthacintakah)  and  not 
mere  speculators  about  creation  (srsticintakah),  we  shall  see 
that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  creation  at  all.  The  real  cannot 
be  subject  to  change.  If  it  be,  then  “  the  immortal  would 
become  mortal.”  3  "  In  no  way  is  it  possible  that  a  thing 

can  be  changed  into  something  quite  the  opposite.”  4  All 
becoming  is  unreal,  valid  only  in  the  empirical  world.  In 
reality,  there  is  nothing  like  distinction  (nasti  bhedah 
kathamcana).5  The  Atman,  which  is  the  one  unconditioned 
reality,  is  cognisant  of  nothing  beside  itself.  As  Samkara 
says  :  “  Objects  are  cognised  by  a  subject  in  action,  not  by 
one  in  simple  subsistence.”  How  this  adhyasa,  or  confusion 
of  self  with  not-self,  arises,  how  the  one  appears  as  manifold, 
since  the  indivisible  Atman  cannot  be  really  divided,  is 
unaccountable,  though  the  fact  of  the  confusion  cannot  be 
gainsaid,  and  sometimes  it  is  argued  that  it  is  necessary  to 
seek  for  an  explanation  of  the  world  even  though  it  is  not 
real.6  Gaudapada  considers  the  different  alternatives  sug¬ 
gested  to  account  for  creation.  “  Some  regard  it  as  the 
manifestation  of  God  (vibhuti),  while  others  regard  it  as  of 

1  iii.  34.  See  also  i.  26-29  ;  iii.  26  ;  iv.  9. 

>  The  Atman  associated  with  the  gross  body,  the  subtle  body  and  the 
causal  body  is  called  Visva,  Taijasa  and  Prajna.  Cp.  with  this  the  Hegelian 
idea  that  the  successive  steps  by  which  the  human  mind  gradually  passes 
from  less  adequate  to  more  adequate  conceptions  of  reality  correspond  to 
the  stages  of  the  process  by  which  reality  itself  is  manifested  with  ever- 
increasing  adequacy  in  an  ascending  order  of  phenomena. 

?  iii.  19.  4  iii.  21. 

$  iii.  15,  9  and  24.  6  i.  17-18. 
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the  nature  of  dream  or  illusion  (svapnamaya)  ;  others  maintain 
that  it  is  the  will  of  God,  while  those  who  believe  in  time 
declare  that  everything  proceeds  from  time  (kala).  Some  say 
that  creation  is  for  the  sake  of  enjoyment  (bhoga),  while 
others  hold  that  it  is  for  sport  (krida).”  Gaudapada  rejects 
all  these  views  and  declares  that  ‘‘it  is  the  inherent  nature 
of  the  shining  one  (devasyaisa  svabhavo  yam).  What  desire 
can  he  have  who  has  attained  all  ?  ”  1  Rejecting,  therefore, 
the  view  that  the  world  is  comparable  to  a  dream  or  an 
illusion,  Gaudapada  contends  that  it  is  the  manifestation  of 
the  very  nature  of  God,  the  expression  of  his  power.  A 
realistic  conception  of  the  world  also  comes  out  in  other 
passages.  “  The  Atman  imagines  himself  by  himself  through 
the  power  of  his  may  a  (svamayaya).  He  alone  cognises  the 
objects  so  sent  forth.  This  is  the  last  word  of  the  Vedanta 
on  the  subject/’  2  Here  Gaudapada  uses  the  word  “  maya  ” 
in  the  sense  of  wondrous  power  ;  it  becomes  the  svabhava, 
or  the  nature  of  the  Atman,  “  inseparable  from  the  ever- 
luminous  who  is  hidden  by  it.”  3  Maya  is  also  said  to  be  the 
beginningless  cosmic  principle  which  hides  reality  from  the 
vision  of  man. 4  The  absolute,  together  with  this  principle 
of  maya  or  svabhava,  which  is  the  unmanifested  (avyakrtam), 
is  the  Hvara,  “  who  sends  forth  all  the  centres  of  con¬ 
sciousness.”  5 

The  illustrations  of  earth,  iron  and  sparks  of  fire  used  in 
the  Upanisads  are  meant  only  to  help  us  to  a  realisation  of 
the  absolute.6  In  later  Vedanta  this  position  is  elaborated 
into  the  view  of  adhyaropapavada,  or  an  illusory  attribution 
to  be  followed  by  withdrawal. 7  The  metaphysical  truth 
contained  in  these  statements  is  that  the  empirical  world 
has  for  its  substratum  the  Atman,  which,  in  reality,  is  a 
non-cognition  of  all  duality  (dvaitasyagrahanam).8  “  The 
world  of  duality  is  mere  maya,  the  real  being  the  non-dual.”  9 
Samkara  says  :  ‘‘  The  variety  of  experience  subsists  in  the 
Atman,  as  the  snake  does  in  the  rope.”  10  We  should  not  say 

•  i.  7-9.  *  ii.  12.  See  also  iii.  io.  i  ii.  19, 

♦  i.  16.  5  i.  6.  6  iii.  15. 

7  Vedantasdra,  ii.  8  j  r 3  yj 

9  Mayamatram  idam  dvaitam  advaitam  paramarthatah  (ii.  17). 

S.B  on  ii.  12.  19. 
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that  the  Atman  converts  itself  into  the  world.  It  gives 
birth  to  things  as  a  rope  does  to  a  snake,  and  not  in  reality.1 
It  appears  to  become  many  only  through  maya,  and  not  of 
itself  (na  tattvatah).2  “  The  existence  of  the  variety  of 
experience  cannot  be  said  to  be  identical  with  the  Atman, 
nor  in  any  way  standing  independently  by  itself,  and  nothing 
is  different  or  identical.”  3  The  world  is  neither  one  with 
the  Atman  nor  different  from  it.  When  Gaudapada  has  his 
attention  fixed  on  the  supreme  reality,  he  declares  that  the 
world  is  only  a  dream  or  an  illusion,  and  that  the  differences 
are  only  apparent. 4 

The  word  maya  is  not  used  by  Gaudapada  with  any 
strictness.  It  is  used  to  indicate  (i)  the  inexplicability  of 
the  relation  between  the  Atman  and  the  world ;  (2)  the 

nature  or  power  of  Isvara ;  (3)  the  apparent  dreamlike 

character  of  the  world.  The  first  is  brought  into  greater 
prominence  by  Samkara,  who  is  indifferent  to  the  third, 
which  makes  Gaudapada’s  position  more  akin  to  the  samvrti- 
satya  or  untruth,  of  the  Madhyamikas  rather  than  to  the 
vyavaharikasatya  or  practical  truth. 5 

If  the  world  is  the  objectivisation  of  the  mind  (cittadrsyam) 
imposed  on  the  absolute  Atman,  so  is  the  jiva.  The  indi¬ 
viduation  of  the  Atman  into  the  many  jivas  is  only  apparent. 
Atman  is  compared  to  universal  space,  and  the  jiva  to  the 
same  enclosed  in  a  jar  ;  and  when  the  enclosure  is  destroyed, 
the  limited  space  (ghatakaia)  merges  into  the  universal  space 
(mahakasa).  The  differences  are  only  in  such  accidents  as 
form,  capacity  and  name,  but  not  in  the  universal  space 
itself.  Even  as  we  cannot  say  that  the  limited  space  is  either 
a  part  (avayava)  or  an  effect  (vikara)  of  universal  space,  we 
cannot  say  that  the  jiva  is  either  a  part  or  an  effect  of  the 
Atman.  The  two  are  one,  and  the  differences  are  apparent, 
though  for  practical  purposes  we  have  to  treat  the  two  as 
distinct.6 

1  iii.  27;  ii.  17.  *  iii.  27.  3  ii.  34. 

«  iii.  19,  24  ;  iv.  45.  See  also  ii.  iS. 

5  Gaudapada  regards  the  empirical  world  of  things  (dharmas)  as  a  mere 
illusion  like  the  sky  (gaganopama).  Knowledge  is  said  to  be  as  imaginary 
as  the  sky  and  non-different  from  the  objects  (jbeyabhinna). 

6  iij  3-14- 
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VII 

Ethics  and  Religion 

The  supreme  good  for  man  consists  in  the  breaking  down 
of  the  fetters  that  shut  him  out  from  the  reality  which  he  is. 
Freedom  consists  in  the  realisation  of  the  Atman  in  the 
individual  soul.1  The  freed  soul  “  is  never  born,  being 
beyond  the  range  of  causality."  2  When  one  realises  the 
truth,  he  will  live  in  the  world  with  a  sublime  unconcern 
comparable  to  the  perfect  indifference  of  inanimate  nature 
(jadavat).3  He  is  not  bound  by  the  conventional  rules  and 
regulations.  4 

The  ethical  endeavour  consists  in  a  progressive  approxima¬ 
tion  to  the  highest  good.  The  distinctions  of  good  and  evil 
are  relevant  to  the  world  of  experience,  where  the  jivas  possess 
the  sense  of  individuality.  Since  avidya  is  something  which 
affects  man’s  personality  as  a  whole,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  it 
not  only  right  knowledge  but  good  conduct  and  devotion  to 
God  are  necessary.  Religion  helps  us  to  the  attainment  of 
the  supreme  good.  Full  liberty  of  worship  is  allowed  to  the 
finite  soul,  who  can  image  the  infinite  in  any  way  he  chooses, 
since  all  forms  rest  on  the  one  absolute.  5  The  form  of  religion, 
resting  on  the  distinction  between  the  human  soul  and  God, 
is  a  relative  one,  adopted  on  account  of  its  instrumental 
value.6  Gaudapada  accepts  the  Yogic  method  as  a  means. 
“  When  the  mind  ceases  from  imagining,  by  a  knowledge  of 
the  truth  of  the  Atman,  it  becomes  naught,  and  remains  at 
rest  for  want  of  things  to  cognise."  7  The  state  is  not  to  be 
identified  with  sleep,  for  it  is  knowledge  which  has  for  its 
object  Brahman.8  It  is  beyond  conceptual  description, 
beyond  all  duality,  in  a  region  where  jnana  is  centred  in  the 
Atman.9  The  method  of  Yoga  is  a  hard  one,  involving  as  it 
does  the  control  of  mind  (manonigraha),  so  hard  that 
Gaudapada  compares  it  to  the  effort  of  the  individual 

*  iv.  75  ;  iii.  3S.  3  ii.  36. 

5  ii.  29-30.  6  iii.  1. 

8  33-34-  »  iii.  35*38. 


1  ii.  18,  38, 
4  ii.  37. 

1  iii.  32. 
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who  is  engaged  in  emptying  the  ocean  drop  by  drop  with 
the  tip  of  a  straw  of  kusa  grass.1  The  mind,  however, 
should  not  stop  in  the  enterprise  until  the  ultimate  bliss  is 
attained. 


VIII 

Gaudapada  and  Buddhism 

The  general  idea  pervading  Gaudapada’s  work,  that 
bondage  and  liberation,  the  individual  soul  and  the  world, 
are  all  unreal,  makes  the  caustic  critic  observe  that  the  theory 
which  has  nothing  better  to  say  than  that  an  unreal  soul  is 
trying  to  escape  from  an  unreal  bondage  in  an  unreal  world 
to  accomplish  an  unreal  supreme  good,  may  itself  be  an 
unreality.  It  is  one  thing  to  say  that  the  secret  of  existence, 
how  the  unchangeable  reality  expresses  itself  in  the  changing 
universe  without  forfeiting  its  nature,  is  a  mystery,  and  another 
to  dismiss  the  whole  changing  universe  as  a  mere  mirage. 
If  we  have  to  play  the  game  of  life,  we  cannot  do  so  with 
the  conviction  that  the  play  is  a  show  and  all  the  prizes  in 
it  mere  blanks.  No  philosophy  can  consistently  hold  such  a 
view  and  be  at  rest  with  itself.  The  greatest  condemnation 
of  such  a  theory  is  that  we  are  obliged  to  occupy  ourselves 
with  objects,  the  existence  and  value  of  which  we  are  con¬ 
tinually  denying  in  theory.  The  fact  of  the  world  may  be 
mysterious  and  inexplicable.  It  only  shows  that  there  is 
something  else  which  includes  and  transcends  the  world ; 
but  it  does  not  imply  that  the  world  is  a  dream.  Later 
Buddhism  is  responsible  for  this  exaggeration  in  Gaudapada’s 
theory.  He  seems  to  have  been  conscious  of  the  similarity 
of  his  system  to  some  phases  of  Buddhist  thought.  He 
therefore  protests — rather  overmuch — that  his  view  is  not 
Buddhism.  Towards  the  end  of  his  book  he  says  :  “  This 
was  not  spoken  by  Buddha.”  2  Commenting  on  this,  Samkara 
writes  :  “  The  theory  (of  Buddhism)  wears  a  semblance  to 
the  Advaita,  but  is  not  that  absolutism  which  is  the  pivot  of 
the  Vedanta  philosophy.” 


*  iii.  40-41. 


•  Naitad  buddhena  bha$itam  (iv.  99). 
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Gaudapada’s  work  bears  traces  of  Buddhist  influence,1 
especially  of  the  Vijnanavada  and  the  Madhyamika  schools. 
Gaudapada  uses  the  very  same  arguments  as  the  Vijnana- 
vadins  do  to  prove  the  unreality  of  the  external  objects  of 
perception.  Both  Badarayana  and  Samkara  strongly  urge 
that  there  is  a  genuine  difference  between  dream  impressions 
and  waking  ones,2 * * *  and  that  the  latter  are  not  independent  of 
existing  objects.  Gaudapada,  however,  links  the  two,  waking 
and  dreaming,  experiences  together.  3  While  Samkara  is 
anxious  to  free  his  system  from  the  subjectivism  associated 
with  Vijnanavada,  Gaudapada  welcomes  it. 4  Unwilling  to 
accept  the  Vijnanavada  as  final,  he  declares  that  even  the 
subject  is  as  unreal  as  the  object,  and  thus  comes  perilously 
near  the  nihilist  position.  In  common  with  Nagarjuna,  he 
denies  the  validity  of  causation  5  and  the  possibility  of  change. 
“  There  is  no  destruction,  no  creation,  none  in  bondage,  none 
endeavouring  (for  release),  none  desirous  of  liberation,  none 
liberated  ;  this  is  the  absolute  truth/' 6 7  The  empirical  world 
is  traced  to  avidya  or,  in  Nagarj una’s  phrase,  samvrti. 
“  From  a  magical  seed  is  born  a  magical  sprout ;  this  sprout 
is  neither  permanent  nor  perishing.  Such  are  things  and  for 
the  same  reason.”  7  The  highest  state  beyond  the  distinctions 
of  knowledge  cannot  be  characterised  by  the  predicates  of 
existence,  non-existence,  both  or  neither.  Gaudapada  and 
Nagarjuna  regard  it  as  something  which  transcends  the 
phenomenal.8  In  addition  to  these  points  of  doctrine,  there 
are  affinities  in  phraseology  which  point  unmistakably  to  the 
influence  of  Buddhism.  The  use  of  the  word  “  dharma  ”  for 

1  There  are  some  who  believe  that  Gaudapada  was  himself  a  Buddhist 
and  wrote  a  commentary  on  the  Madhyamika  Kdrikd,  since,  in  his  opinion 
Buddhism  tallied  with  the  system  of  the  Upanisads.  See  Dasgupta  :  History 
of  Indian  Philosophy,  pp.  423-428. 

2  ii.  2.  28-32.  3  ii.  4.  4  iv.  24-28. 

5  ii.  32  ;  iv.  4,  7,  22,  59. 

6  ii.  32  ;  Madhyamika  Kdrikd,  i.  1.  See  also  Yogavasistha,  iv.  38,  22. 

Na  bandho  ’sti  na  mokso  'sti  nabandho  ’sti  na  bandhanam 

Aprabodhad  idam  duhkham  prabodhat  praviliyate. 

7  iv.  59.  This  is  a  paraphrase  of  the  Buddhistic  doctrine  that  "  from 
void  things  are  born." 

8  Prapancopasamam,  ii.  35.  Cp.  Madhyamika  Kdrikd,  i.  1  :  also  xx.  25 

Sarvopalam  bhopasamah  prapancopasamah  sivah 
Na  kvacit  kasyacit  kascid  dharmo  buddhena  desitah. 
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a  thing  or  entity,  “  samvrti  ”  for  relative  knowledge,  and 
“  samghata  ”  for  objective  existence,  is  peculiarly  Buddhistic.1 
The  simile  of  the  firebrand  circle  is  often  used  in  Buddhist 
writings  as  a  symbol  for  unreality.2 3 4 * 

The  Karika  of  Gaudapada  is  an  attempt  to  combine  in 
one  whole  the  negative  logic  of  the  Madhyamikas  with  the 
positive  idealism  of  the  Upanisads.  In  Gaudapada  the  nega¬ 
tive  tendency  is  more  prominent  than  the  positive.  In 
Sarhkara  we  have  a  more  balanced  outlook. 


IX 

Bhartrhari 

Another  predecessor  of  Samkara,  whose  views  were  akin  to  his, 
Bhartrhari,  the  famous  logician  and  grammarian. 3  According  to 
Max  Muller, 4  he  died  about  a.d.  650.  His  great  philosophical  work  is 
V akyapadiya,  which  is  more  or  less  Buddhist  in  its  tendencies.  I-Tsing 
relates  that  Bhartrhari  became  several  times  a  Buddhist  monk  and 
as  often  lapsed.  His  teachings  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  story. 
His  insistence  on  the  phenomenality  of  the  world  and  detachment 
from  things  is  strongly  Buddhist  in  tone.  “  All  things  are  attended 
with  fear  to  men  ;  detachment  alone  is  safe.”  5  The  world,  with  all 
its  distinctions,  is  imagined  (kalpanikam) .  Things  of  the  world  are 
soulless  (nairatmya),  though  words  give  them  individuality.  Bhartrhari 
is,  however,  unlike  the  Buddhists  when  he  posits  the  reality  of 
Brahman  and  views  the  whole  world  as  a  vivarta,  or  a  phenomenon 
based  upon  it.  He  identifies  Brahman  with  speech.  “  Brahman  with¬ 
out  beginning  or  end,  which  is  the  eternal  essence  of  speech,  is  changed 
into  the  form  of  things  like  the  evolution  of  the  world.”  6  “  The 


1  iii.  10  ;  iv.  72. 

2  Lankavatara,  B.T.S.  ed.,  p.  95.  That  Gaudapada  gives  us  a  Vedantic 
adaptation  of  the  Buddhist  sunyavada  is  supported  by  many  scholars,  such 
as  Jacobi,  Poussin,  Sukhtankar,  and  Vidhusekhara  Bhaftacarya.  Unfor¬ 
tunately  &ariikara  explains  away  all  obvious  references  to  Buddhism  See 
S.B.  on  iv.  1,  2,  19,  42,  90,  where  striking  references  to  Buddha  and  his 
doctrine  are  explained  away. 

3  Dr.  Winternitz  doubts  the  identity  of  Bhartrhari,  the  poet,  with 
Bhartrhari,  the  logician  and  grammarian.  Perhaps  in  this  the  learned 
doctor  is  a  little  over-cautious. 

4  S.S.,  p.  90. 

<  Sarvam  vastu  bhayanvitam  bhuvi  nrnam,  vairagyam  evabhayam. 

6  Anadinidhanam  brahma  sabdatattvarh  yad  aksaram 
Vivartate  'rthabhavena  prakriya  jagato  yatah. 

V akyapadiya  i.  1. 
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eternal  word,  which  is  called  sphota,  and  does  not  consist  of  parts,  is 
indeed  Brahman."  1  The  ambiguity  of  the  Greek  term  "  logos," 
which  means  both  reason  and  word,  points  to  the  affinity  of  the  Divine 
reason  and  the  Divine  word. 


X 


Bhartrprapanca 

In  his  commentary  on  the  Brhadaranyaka  Upanisad,2  Saihkara 
refers  to  the  dvaitadvaita  (or  bhedabheda)  of  Bhartrprapanca,  accord¬ 
ing  to  which  Brahman  is,  at  once,  one  and  dual.  The  causal  Brahman 
is  different  from  the  effect  Brahman,  though  identical  with  the  latter, 
when  the  world  returns  into  the  original  Brahman.  Samkara  observes 
that  two  contradictory  attributes,  duality  and  non-duality,  cannot 
both  be  true  of  the  same  subject.  An  identity  in  difference  is  possible 
with  regard  to  phenomenal  objects,  but  not  with  regard  to  the 
noumenon.  Duality  may  be  true  for  the  individual  encased  in  the 
upadhis,  but  it  disappears  when  he  is  freed  from  them. 


XI 

Samkara’s  Relation  to  the  Upanisads  and  the 

Brahma  Sutra 

Philosophy  is  the  self-expression  of  the  growing  spirit  of 
mankind,  and  the  philosophers  are  its  voice.  Great  thinkers 
appear  in  all  great  ages,  and  are  as  much  the  creatures  as  the 
creators  of  their  era.  Their  genius  lies  in  the  power  to  seize 
the  opportunity  of  the  hour  and  give  voice  to  the  inarticulate 
yearnings  that  have  been  for  long  struggling  in  the  hearts  of 
men  for  expression.  A  creative  thinker  of  the  first  rank, 
Samkara  entered  into  the  philosophic  inheritance  of  his  age, 
and  reinterpreted  it  with  special  reference  to  its  needs. 
Though  Hindu  thought  had  practically  triumphed  over 
Buddhism,  the  latter  had  instilled  its  secret  strength  into 
the  people.  The  shadow  of  distrust  which  Buddhism  threw 
over  cherished  beliefs  did  not  completely  vanish.  The 
MImamsakas  were  not  able  to  satisfy  the  reason  of  all  regarding 

*  Sphotakhyo  niravayavo  Dityasabdo  brahmaiveti.  (S.D.S.,  p.  140.) 

*  S.B.,  Brh.  Up.,  v.  1.  See  also  Suresvara's  Varttika  on  Bfh.  Up.  and 
Anandaj  liana's  gloss  on  it. 
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the  spiritual  value  of  Vedic  ritualism.  The  different  theistic 
sects  were  practising  rites  in  support  of  which  they  could 
cite  some  text  or  other.  It  was  a  critical  period  in  the  history 
of  the  Hindu  nation,  when  there  was  a  general  sense  of 
weariness  with  the  wrangling  sects.  The  age  needed  a  religious 
genius  who  was  unwilling  to  break  with  the  past  and  yet 
open  to  the  good  influences  of  the  new  creeds,  one  who  could 
stretch  the  old  moulds  without  breaking  them  and  synthesise 
the  warring  sects  on  a  broad  basis  of  truth,  which  would  have 
room  for  all  men  of  all  grades  of  intelligence  and  culture. 
Samkara  “  set  to  music  ”  the  tune  which  had  been  haunting 
millions  of  ears,  and  announced  his  Advaita  Vedanta  as 
offering  a  common  basis  for  religious  unity. 

Samkara’s  modesty  makes  him  say  that  the  doctrine  he  is 
expounding  is  nothing  more  than  what  is  contained  in  the 
Vedas.  He  thinks  that  he  is  voicing  an  old  and  weight} 
tradition  which  has  been  handed  down  to  us  by  an  unbroken 
series  of  teachers.1  He  is  aware  that  the  Vedanta  Sutra  is 
commented  on  by  other  thinkers  in  a  different  way.  He 
frequently  refers  to  one  other  commentator  from  whom  he 
differs.2  It  is  indeed  difficult  to  decide  whether  Samkara’s 
philosophy  is  a  continuation  or  reinterpretation  of,  or  an 
addition  to,  the  old  teaching.  We  cannot  distinguish  the 
old  from  the  new,  for  in  the  living  the  old  is  new  and  the 
new  is  old. 

So  far  as  the  classical  Upanisads  are  concerned,  it  must 
be  said  that  Samkara’s  view  is  representative  of  their  main 
tendency.  The  Upanisads,  as  we  have  seen,  do  not  yield 
any  consistent  view  of  the  universe.  Their  authors  were 
many,  and  not  all  of  them  belonged  to  the  same  period,  and 
it  is  doubtful  whether  they  all  intended  to  set  forth  a  single 
view  of  the  universe  ;  but  Samkara  insists  on  interpreting 

i  Samkara  refers  to  previous  teachers  of  the  Advaita  in  opposition  to 
the  Vrttikara.  See  Daharadhikarana,  where  the  expression  “  asmadlyas  ca  ” 
occurs.  There  are  frequent  references  to  “  sarhpradayavidbhir  acaryaih.” 
See  the  opening  verse  of  S.B.  Tait.  Up. 

a  S.B.,  iv.  3.  7  ;  i-  3-  19-  Lingesa  Mahabhagavat  thinks  that  the 
\  yttikara  refuted  by  Samkara  is  not  Bodhayana,  and  the  Dravida  referred 
to  by  Samkara  as  “  sampradayavid  ”  in  the  commentary  on  the  Brh.  Up.  is 
different  from  Dramida  of  the  Visisfadvaita  school.  See  the  Indian  Philo¬ 
sophical  Review,  vol.  iv,  p.  112.  The  name  of  Bhagavan  Upavarsa  occurs 
twice  in  S.B.,  i.  3.  28  ;  iii.  3.  53. 


468 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


the  Upanisads  in  a  single  coherent  manner.  According  to 
him,  the  knowledge  of  Brahman  which  we  gain  from  the 
Upanisads  must  be  uniform  throughout  and  without  con¬ 
tradiction.1  Samkara  attempts  to  harmonise  such  of  the 
assertions  of  the  Upanisads  as  seem  most  opposed. 

There  are  descriptions  in  the  Upanisads  of  the  ultimate  reality,  as 
both  nirguna  (devoid  of  qualities)  and  saguna  (possessing  qualities), 
and  Samkara  reconciles  them  by  means  of  his  distinction  between 
paravidya  (higher  knowledge)  and  apara  vidya  (lower  knowledge). 
This  latter  distinction  can  be  traced  to  the  Upanisads.2 3 * *  Though  the 
distinction  as  stated  in  the  Upanisads  is  not  identical  with  that 
which  Samkara  adopts,  still,  it  lends  itself  to  the  latter  interpretation. 
Only  through  the  acceptance  of  the  distinction  between  higher  meta¬ 
physics  and  lower  common  sense  can  we  reconcile  the  pure  idealism  of 
Yajnavalkya  with  the  less  advanced  views  setting  forth  the  reality 
of  the  world  and  its  creation  by  a  personal  God.  This  distinction 
helps  Samkara  to  get  over  a  number  of  difficulties.  For  example,  in 
the  Isa.  Upanisads  contradictory  predicates  are  attributed  to  Brahman, 
such  as,  “  It  is  motionless  and  yet  swifter  than  the  mind.”  Samkara 
says,  "  This  is  no  contradiction.”  It  is  possible  with  reference  to  its 
being  thought  of  as  unconditioned  and  conditioned.”  4  Regarding 
the  descriptions  of  Brahman  as  nirvi£esa  (non-determinate)  and 
savisesa  (determinate),  Samkara  says  :  ”  From  two  different  standpoints 
Brahman  may  be  conditioned  and  unconditioned  at  the  same  time. 
From  the  standpoint  of  the  liberated  soul  he  is  unconditioned  ;  from 
that  of  one  in  bondage  Brahman  appears  to  be  the  cause  of  the  universe 
endowed  with  omniscience  and  with  other  attributes.”  The  two  sets 
of  passages  describing  moksa  as  identity  or  equality  with  Brahman 
are  easily  explained  by  Samkara.  Though  the  maya  doctrine  is  not 
found  in  the  early  Upanisads,  still  it  is  an  intelligible  development  of 
the  Upanisad  view. 5  The  word  avidya  (ignorance)  occurs  in  the 
Katha  Upanisad ,6  though  it  is  used  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  ignorance 
of  the  true  end  of  man.  In  Samkara’s  scheme,  the  concept  of  avidya 
plays  a  great  part.  Other  interpreters  of  the  Upanisads  find  it 
extremely  difficult  to  account  for  all  those  passages  which  regard 
Brahman  as  indeterminate  and  moksa  as  oneness  with  Brahman. 
There  are  of  course  passages  which  Samkara  passes  over  as  unim- 

1  D.S.V.,  p.  95. 

1  See  I.P.,  p.  149;  Mundaka,  i.  1.  4-5  ;  Maitrdyani,  vi.  22. 

i  Naisa  dosah,  nirupadyupadhimattvopapatteh. 

<  See  also  Chan.,  viii.  1.5;  Brh.,  iv.  5.  13. 

3  Katha  Up.,  ii.  4.  2;  Chan.,  viii.  3.  1-3;  i.  1.  ro  ;  Prasna,  i.  16.  The 

prayer  ol  tne  Brh.  Up.  to  “  lead  us  from  non-being  to  being,  from  darkness 

to  light,  from  death  to  immortality,”  suggests  the  maya  theory. 

6  a.  and  5  :  Mupffi,  ii.  1.  ro. 


THE  ADVA1TA  VEDANTA  OF  SAM  KARA  469 


portant.1  Yet  his  interpretation  of  the  Upanisad  is  more  satisfactory 
than  any  other.1 

The  matter  is  not  quite  so  simple  when  we  take  up  the 
question  of  the  Vedanta  Sutra.  It  is  difficult  to  make  out 
the  intentions  of  the  author  if  we  leave  aside  the  commen¬ 
taries.  There  are  six  well-known  tests,  according  to  the 
Hindu  theory  of  interpretation,  by  which  we  can  ascertain 
the  teaching  of  a  work,  which  are :  (i)  upakrama  (commence¬ 
ment)  and  upasamhara  (conclusion)  ;  (2)  abhyasa  (reiteration)  ; 
(3)  apurvata  (novelty)  ;  (4)  phala  (fruit)  ;  (5)  arthavada 
(explanatory  statements)  ;  and  (6)  upapatti  (illustration). 
In  view  of  these  tests,  Samkara  believes  that  Badarayana  had 
in  view  Advaitism  of  the  type  advocated  by  himself. 3  This 
is  in  accord  with  the  accepted  position  that  the  Vedanta 
Sutra  sums  up  the  teachings  of  the  Upanisads.  Many  students 
of  the  Vedanta,  notably  Thibaut,  favour  the  view  that 
Ramanuja  is  more  faithful  to  the  intentions  of  the  author.4 

1  See  D.S.V.,  p.  95. 

*  Thibaut,  Gough  and  Jacob  are  also  of  this  opinion.  “  The  task  of 
reducing  the  teaching  of  the  whole  of  the  Upanisads  to  a  system  consistent 
and  free  from  contradiction  is  an  intrinsically  impossible  one.  But  the 
task  once  given,  we  are  quite  ready  to  admit  that  Samkara’s  system  is  most 
probably  the  best  that  can  be  devised  ”  (Introduction  to  S.  B.  Thibaut). 
“  The  teaching  of  £ariikara  is  the  natural  and  legitimate  interpretation  of 
the  doctrines  of  the  Upanisads  ”  (Gough  :  Philosophy  of  the  Upanisads, 
p.  viii).  Colonel  Jacob  says  :  “  It  may  be  admitted  that  if  the  impossible 
task  of  reconciling  the  contradictions  of  the  Upanisads  and  reducing  them 
to  a  harmonious  and  consistent  whole  is  to  be  attempted  at  all,  ^amkara’s 
system  is  about  the  only  one  that  could  do  it  "  (Introduction  to  the 
Veddntasara). 

3  S.B.,  i.  1.  4. 

4  “  They  do  not  set  forth  the  distinction  of  a  higher  and  lower  know¬ 
ledge  of  Brahman  ;  they  do  not  acknowledge  the  distinction  of  Brahman 
and  Isvara  in  Saiiikara’s  sense  ;  they  do  not  with  Sariikara  proclaim  the 
absolute  identity  of  the  individual  and  the  highest  self  ”  (Introduction  to 
S.B.).  His  chief  arguments  may  be  briefly  stated  :  (1)  The  last  three  parts 
of  the  fourth  chapter  refer  to  the  successive  steps  by  which  the  soul  of  him 
who  knows  the  Lord  reaches  the  world  of  Brahma  and  lives  there  without 
returning  to  the  cycle  of  rebirth.  Besides,  the  concluding  sutra  of  the 
whole  work,  “  of  them  there  is  no  returning  according  to  scripture,”  is  the 
upasamhara,  and  must  be  taken  as  describing  absolute  freedom  from  rebirth 
and  not  a  mere  stage  on  the  road  to  it,  as  Samkara  takes  it.  According 
to  £amkara,  iv.  2.  12-14,  and  iv.  4.  1-7,  describe  the  state  of  him  who  had 
attained  the  knowledge  of  the  highest  or  unconditioned  Brahman.  It  is 
said  in  reply  to  this  charge  that  the  upakrama,  or  the  introduction,  is  more 
decisive  on  this  question  than  the  upasamhara  or  the  conclusion.  Appaya 
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Every  Indian  commentator  believes  that  his  own  view  is  that 
of  the  author  of  the  Sutra,  and  that  every  other  view  is  different 
from  it.1 


XII 

Samkara  and  Other  Schools 

It  is  said,  not  without  truth,  that  Brahmanism  killed 
Buddhism  by  a  fraternal  embrace.  We  have  seen  already 
how  Brahmanism  silently  assimilated  many  Buddhist  prac¬ 
tices,  condemned  animal  sacrifices,  accepted  Buddha  as  an 
avatar  of  Visnu,  and  thus  absorbed  the  best  elements  of  the 

Diksita  refers  to  the  superior  value  of  the  introduction  (upakramaparakramah) 
in  a  work  of  that  name.  The  same  reply  holds  against  Thibaut’s  view  regard¬ 
ing  iv.  3.  7-16,  containing  the  opinions  of  Badari,  Jaimini  and  Badarayana, 
where  he  urges  that  what  occurs  first  is  the  purvapaksa,  and  what  comes  last 
the  siddhanta.  (2)  The  definition  of  Brahman  given  in  i.  1.2  cannot  be  taken 
as  a  definition  of  Isvara.  "  It  certainly  is  as  improbable  that  the  sutras  should 
open  with  a  definition  of  that  inferior  principle  from  whose  cognition  there  can 
accrue  no  permanent  benefit,  as  it  is  unlikely  that  they  should  conclude  with  a 
description  of  the  state  of  those  who  know  the  lower  Brahman  only  and 
thus  are  debarred  from  attaining  true  release."  The  Advaitins  contend 
that,  though  Brahman  in  its  true  nature  is  indefinable  (anirdesya)  and 
unknowable  (agrahya),  still  we  have  to  give  some  provisional  definitions. 
They  mention  some  attributes  (visesanas)  or  characteristics  (laksanas)  to 
mark  off  from  Brahman  objects  possessing  other  attributes,  and  thus  help 
us  to  concentrate  on  the  object  in  question.  These  characteristics  are  either 
essential  (svarupalaksanas),  as  sat,  cit  and  ananda,  or  accidental  (tafastha- 
laksanas),  as  creatorship  of  the  universe,  etc.  The  definition  of  the  second 
sutra  helps  us  to  a  knowledge  of  Brahman.  (3)  The  argument  that  the 
Sutra  does  not  contain  the  doctrine  of  maya,  as  Samkara  understands  it,  is 
too  complicated  to  be  discussed  in  a  footnote.  This,  at  any  rate,  is  true, 
that  §arhkara’s  view  of  the  world  is  a  legitimate  development  of  the  teaching 
of  the  Sutra.  The  question  of  the  identity  of  the  individual  soul  and 
Brahman  is  a  specific  application  of  the  general  principle  of  maya.  One 
cannot  be  certain  on  the  point  whether  or  not  ^ariikara  is  a  faithful  inter¬ 
preter  of  Badarayana’s  work.  See  Thibaut :  S.B.,  Introduction;  Jacob: 
Vedantasara,  Introduction  ;  Sundararaman  :  Vedantasara,  Introduction  ; 
Apte  :  The  Doctrine  0/  Maya ;  and  Lingesa  Mahabhagavat’s  article  on  this 
subject  in  the  Indian  Philosophical  Review,  vol.  iv.  Deussen  admits  that 
there  are  great  differences  between  Badarayana  and  Samkara.  See  D.S.V., 
P-  3i9. 

1  Cp.  Bhaskardbhdsya,  2.  Suppressing  the  intentions  of  the  sutras  and 
developing  their  own  views,  many  commentaries  are  written  and  new  com¬ 
mentaries  must  be  written. 

Sutrabhiprayasamvrtya  svabhiprayaprakasanat 

Vyakhyatam  yair  idam  sastram  vyakliyeyam  tan  nivrttaye. 


THE  ADVAITA  VEDANTA  OF  SAMKARA  471 


Buddhist  faith.  Though  the  accidents  of  its  first  immediate 
form  disappeared,  Buddhism  became,  partly  through  Sam- 
kara’s  influence,  a  vital  force  in  the  life  of  the  country. 
Buddhism  created  in  the  region  of  thought  a  certain  atmo¬ 
sphere  from  which  no  mind  could  escape,  and  it  undoubtedly 
exercised  a  far-reaching  influence  on  Saihkara’s  mind.  An 
Indian  tradition  opposed  to  Sarhkara  holds  that  he  is  a 
Buddhist  in  disguise  and  his  mayavada  but  crypto-Buddhism. 
In  the  Padma  Purana,  Isvara  is  said  to  have  declared  to 
Parvati :  “  The  theory  of  maya  is  a  false  doctrine,  a  disguised 
form  of  Buddhism  ;  I,  myself,  0  goddess,  propounded  this 
theory  in  the  Kaliyuga  in  the  form  of  a  Brahmin.' * 1  Yamu- 
nacarya,  the  spiritual  grandfather  of  Ramanuja,  is  of  the 
same  opinion,  which  Ramanuja  repeats.2  Vijnanabhiksu, 
commenting  on  the  Sarhkhya  system,  observes  :  “  There  is 
not  a  single  Brahmasutra  in  which  our  bondage  is  declared 
to  be  due  to  mere  ignorance.  As  to  the  novel  theory  of  maya 
propounded  by  persons  calling  themselves  Vedantists,  it  is 
only  a  species  of  the  subjective  idealism  (of  the  Buddhists) 
That  theory  is  not  a  tenet  of  the  Vedanta.”  3  Apparently, 
shortly  after  Saihkara  had  established  the  orthodoxy  of  the 
mayavada,  opponents  of  the  view  maintained  that  it  was 
nothing  more  than  a  rechauffe  of  Buddhism,  and  so  not  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  Vedas.  The  words  of  Siva  in  the  Padma 
Purana  later  in  the  same  chapter  are  to  the  effect  that  “  that 
great  system,  the  maya  theory,  is  not  supported  by  the  Veda, 
though  it  contains  the  truths  of  the  Veda.”4  All  these 
estimates  imply  that  Saihkara  incorporated  certain  Buddhistic 
elements  such  as  the  doctrine  of  maya  and  monasticism  into 
the  Vedanta  philosophy.  It  is  held  that,  in  an  endeavour  to 
preserve  the  continuity  of  thought,  he  attempted  to  combine 
logically  incompatible  ideas.  However  creditable  this  may 
be  to  the  elasticity  of  Samkara's  mind  or  his  spirit  of  genuine 

1  Mayavadam  asac  chastram  pracchannam  bauddham  eva  ca 
Mayaiva  kathitamdevi,  kalau  brahmanarupina  (Uttara  Khanda,  ch.  236). 
See  also  S.D.S. 

1  In  his  Siddhitraya,  Yamunacarya  remarks  that,  for  both  the  Buddhists 
and  the  Advaitins,  the  distinctions  of  knower,  known  and  knowledge  are 
unreal.  The  Advaita  traces  them  to  maya,  while  Buddhist  subjectivism 
traces  them  to  buddhi  (J.R.A.S.,  1910,  p.  132). 

3  S.P.B.,  i.  22. 

♦  Vedarthavan  mahasastram  mayavadam  avaidikam. 
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toleration,  it  cannot  but  affect  the  logical  rigour  of  his  thought ; 
and  the  theory  of  maya  serves  as  a  cloak  to  cover  the  inner 
rifts  of  his  system.  However  that  be,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  Samkara  develops  his  whole  system  from  the  Upanisads 
and  the  Vedanta  Sutra  without  reference  to  Buddhism.1  A 
persistent  misreading  of  India’s  religious  history  is  responsible 
for  the  prevalent  view  that  Buddha’s  faith  is  an  alien  one 
opposed  to  the  Vedas.  In  our  discussion  of  Buddhism  we 
have  repeatedly  urged  that  Buddha  developed  certain  views 
of  the  Upanisads.  The  inclusion  of  Buddha  among  the 
avatars  of  Visnu  means  that  he  appeared  for  the  establishment 
of  the  Vedic  dharma,  and  not  for  the  undermining  of  it.  There 
are  no  doubt  similarities  between  the  views  of  Buddhism 
and  Advaita  Vedanta,  and  this  is  not  surprising  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  both  these  systems  had  for  their  background 
the  Upanisads. 

Samkara  was  clearly  conscious  of  this  fact,  while  Buddha 
did  not  seem  to  be  so.  While  Samkara  had  the  Buddhist’s 
love  of  free  thought,  he  had  much  respect  for  tradition. 
Philosophically,  he  became  convinced  that  no  movement 
could  thrive  on  a  spirit  of  negation,  and  so  asserted  the 
reality  of  Brahman  on  the  basis  of  sruti.  The  phenomenalism 
of  the  Buddhists  is  akin  to  the  doctrine  of  maya.  Samkara 
declares  that  the  world  of  experience  neither  is  nor  is  not. 
It  has  an  intermediate  existence  which  both  is  and  is  not. 
Buddha  repudiates  the  two  extreme  views  that  everything 
is  and  everything  is  not,  and  holds  that  there  exists  only  a 
becoming.2  Samkara  admits  the  distinction  between  absolute 
truth  (paramartha)  and  empirical  truth  (vyavahara),  which 
answers  to  the  Buddhistic  distinction  between  paramartha 
and  samvrti.3  Early  Buddhism  was  positivist  in  its  outlook 
and  confined  its  attention  to  what  we  perceive.  Some  of  the 

1  Many  followers  of  the  Advaita  adopt  the  dialectical  method  of  the 
Madhyamikas  so  far  as  the  refutation  of  opposed  views  is  concerned.  £rl 
Har§a  believes  that  for  criticising  other  systems  we  need  not  assume  any 
views,  but  simply  adopt  the  Madhyamika  logic.  Vitandakatham  alambya 
khandananam  vaktavyatvat.  Madhusudana  Sarasvati  adopts  vada,  jalpa 
and  vitanda  in  his  criticism  of  the  other  theories. 

1  See  I.P.,  p.  369  ;  Samyutta  Nikaya,  xxii.  90.  16. 

3  Dve  satye  samupasritya  buddhanam  dharmadesana 

Loke  samvrtisatyarh  ca,  satyam  ca  paramarthatah. 

See  Nydyaratnakara  on  S.V.,  Niralambanavdda. 
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early  Buddhists  even  went  the  length  of  saying  that  there 
was  nothing  behind  appearances,  not  only  nothing  for  us  but 
nothing  at  all.  Sarhkara,  as  a  Hindu,  claims  that,  beyond 
the  unsatisfactoriness  of  its  phenomena,  in  its  deepest  depths, 
there  is  the  real  spirit  which  embodies  all  values.  Yet 
Samkara’s  conception  of  moksa  (freedom)  is  not  much  different 
from  the  Buddhist  view  of  nirvana.1  If  we  introduce  the 
reality  of  an  absolute  Brahman  into  early  Buddhism,  we 
find  the  Advaita  Vedanta  again.  Sarhkara  had  a  firm  grasp 
of  the  real  significance  as  well  as  the  limitations  of  Buddhist 
thought,  and  if  at  times  we  are  tempted  to  quarrel  with  his 
treatment  of  the  Buddhist  schools,  we  must  remember  that 
he  wrote  in  reply  to  the  prevalent  views  of  Buddhism  and  not 
the  teachings  of  Buddha. 

Every  system  of  thought  is  determined  not  only  by  the 
positive  content  which  it  attempts  to  express,  but  also  by 
the  views  wrhich  it  wishes  to  oppose.  The  controversy  with 
Mandana  Misra  shows  that  Samkara  was  opposed  to  the 
exclusive  supremacy  of  Vedic  ritualism.  He  emphasised 
jnana,  or  knowledge  of  the  supreme  spirit,  as  the  chief  end  of 
man’s  endeavour.  He  had  the  fear  that  a  ceremonial  cult 
led  to  mere  pharisaism.  As  Jesus  denounced  the  Pharisees 
and  Paul  protested  against  the  law,  Samkara  declared  that 
ceremonial  piety  by  itself  was  not  the  end  of  religion  and  was 
often  its  deadly  enemy.  He  did  not,  howrever,  dismiss  the 
Vedic  code  as  useless.  While  only  true  philosophers  can  get 
beyond  the  Vedic  rule  of  life,  others  were  called  upon  to 
conform  to  the  Vedic  regulations,  not  in  the  expectation  of 
good  things  here  or  hereafter,  but  out  of  a  sense  of  duty  and 
as  a  help  for  the  development  of  the  moral  competency  for 
the  study  of  the  Vedanta.  Vedic  piety  helps  us  by  turning 
our  minds  towards  the  inner  soul,  and  thus  leads  us  to  the 
realisation  of  the  eternal  goal  of  mankind. 

According  to  Samkara,  the  contents  and  aims  of  the  Purva 
and  the  Uttara  Mimamsas  are  independent.  The  former 
investigates  the  question  of  man’s  duty  and  holds  before  our 

1  Vasanatyantaviramah.  The  realisation  of  the  identity  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual  soul  with  Brahman  (so’ham  or  aham  brahmasmi)  answers  to  the 
‘  I  am  nullity  ”  (sunyataivaham)  of  the  Madhyamikas,  though  the  emphasis 
is  on  the  different  aspects  of  the  one  fact. 
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vision  a  future  world  dependent  on  our  conduct  here  on 
earth.  The  highest  happiness  it  presents  is  but  transitory. 
The  Vedanta,  on  the  other  hand,  helps  us  to  the  realisation 
of  the  truth.  Its  goal  is  not  happiness  on  earth  or  heaven 
(abhyudaya),  but  freedom  from  rebirth  (nihsreyasa) .  This 
cannot  be  had  so  long  as  we  pin  our  faith  to  the  future.  The 
investigation  of  Brahman  relates  to  a  reality  which  has  always 
existed  and  is  not  dependent  on  our  actions.1 

As  a  rule,  Samkara  attacks  the  philosophical  views  of  the 
rival  schools  and  not  their  religious  tenets.  Regarding  the 
Bhagavata  system,  Samkara  agrees  that  its  religious  concep¬ 
tion  is  based  on  the  authority  of  sruti  and  smrti,  but  he 
objects  to  the  view  that  the  individual  souls  are  born  from 
God.*  He  admits  the  supremacy  of  a  personal  Isvara,  who 
is  the  cause  of  the  freedom  and  the  bondage  of  the  individual. 
In  the  difficulty  as  to  how  the  knowledge  of  Brahman  arises 
in  the  mind  of  man,  which  cannot  be  due  to  logical  investiga¬ 
tions,  which  belong  to  the  realm  of  avidya,  Samkara  brings 
in  the  will  of  God.  3 

1  Normally,  however,  inquiry  into  dharma  prepares  the  mind  for  the 
inquiry  into  Brahman.  Those  who  take  straight  away  to  Brahma  knowledge 
must  have  performed  the  necessary  duties  in  the  previous  life. 

»  The  Bhagavatas  say  that  the  Lord  Vasudeva  divides  himself  into  soul, 
mind  and  self -sense.  &amkara  argues  that  if  the  soul  is  produced  from  the 
Lord,  then  it  can  be  destroyed,  and  there  can  be  no  final  release  for  it.  The 
Bhagavatas  also  hold  that  just  as  the  soul  is  produced  from  the  Lord,  so 
also  mind  is  produced  from  the  soul  and  the  self-sense  from  the  mind.  This, 
says  Samkara,  is  inconceivable,  since  it  is  not  a  matter  of  experience.  The 
soul  cannot  produce  out  of  itself  its  instruments  any  more  than  the  farm 
labourer  can  produce  from  himself  the  spade  he  works  with.  If  it  is  said 
that  all  the  four  have  the  same  powers  and  status  and  are  equally  real, 
then  they  are  all  one.  If  each  of  these  forms  results  from  the  preceding, 
in  the  order  Lord,  soul,  mind,  self-sense,  then  the  effects  suffer  from  the 
defect  of  impermanency.  If  all  four  are  permanent,  then  there  is  no  reason 
why  the  Lord  should  produce  the  soul  and  not  the  soul  the  Lord.  If  all 
the  four  are  forms  in  which  the  one  reality  manifests  itself,  the  Advaitin 
retorts  that  Brahman  is  present  in  forms  too  numerous  to  mention  and  not 
merely  in  four  forms  (S.B.,  ii.  2.  42-44). 

3  “  For  the  individual  soul,  which  is  impotent,  in  tne  condition  of 
ignorance,  to  distinguish  the  Atman  from  the  aggregate  of  the  organs  of 
activity  (appearing  as  the  body),  and  is  blind  through  the  darkness  of 
avidya,  from  the  highest  soul,  the  overseer  of  the  work,  the  onlooker 
dwelling  in  all  being,  the  Lord  who  is  the  cause  of  spirit,  from  him,  by  his 
permission,  comes  the  samsara,  consisting  in  the  states  of  doing  and  enjoying, 
and  through  his  grace  is  caused  knowledge  and,  through  this,  liberation." 
Again,  although  the  truth  of  the  identity  of  God  and  the  soul  is  hidden. 
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Samkara,  as  we  have  seen,  criticised  the  loose  and  hasty 
speculations  of  the  Samkhya  thinkers,  as  well  as  the  empirical 
tendencies  of  the  Nyaya-Vaisesika.  He  broke  away  from  the 
common-sense  method  of  the  Naiyayikas,  and  substituted  for 
it  a  logical  criticism  quite  as  subtle  and  penetrating  as  that 
of  the  Buddhist  thinkers. 


XIII 

The  Atman 

Metaphysics  is  a  consideration  of  what  is  implied  in  the 
fact  of  experience.  Its  problem  is  not  one  of  observing  and 
tabulating  the  facts  of  consciousness  ;  it  is  concerned  with 
what  the  existence  of  facts  implies  regarding  the  nature  of 
reality.  Samkara  does  not  question  the  facts  of  psychology 
any  more  than  the  facts  of  physical  science,  but  raises  the 
further  question  of  the  presupposition  of  these  facts,  and  he 
approaches  the  problem  from  the  subjective  and  the  objective 
sides,  which  do  not  ultimately  diverge.  In  the  Introduction 
to  his  commentary  on  the  Vedanta  Sutra ,  he  asks  whether 
there  is  anything  in  experience  which  may  be  regarded 
is  foundational,  and  discusses  the  claims  of  all  the  factors 
of  experience  to  such  a  title.  Our  senses  may  deceive  us  and 
our  memory  may  be  an  illusion.  The  past  and  the  future 
may  be  abstractions.  The  forms  of  the  world  may  be  pure 
fancy,  and  all  our  life  may  be  a  tragic  illusion.  Nothing 
prevents  us  from  regarding  the  waking  tracts  of  experience 
as  analogous  to  dream-worlds,  where  also  we  visit  places, 
handle  shadows  and  do  battle  with  ghosts,  and  remember, 
too,  all  our  adventures  in  the  fairy  land.  If  dreams  are 
facts,  facts  may  well  be  dreams.  Though  all  objects  of 
knowledge  may  be  matters  of  belief  and  so  open  to  doubt, 
there  seems  to  be  still  something  in  experience  transcending 
it.  If  one  finds  within  oneself  something  not  made  by  one’s 

*'yet,  when  a  creature  thinks  on  and  strives  towards  the  highest  God,  just 
as  the  faculty  of  sight  in  one  who  has  become  blind,  after  the  darkness  is 
shaken  off  by  the  power  of  remedies,  in  him  in  whom  the  grace  of  God 
perfects  it,  does  it  become  manifest,  but  not  naturally  in  any  being  whatso¬ 
ever.  Why  ?  Because  through  him,  through  God  as  cause,  the  binding 
and  the  loosing  of  the  soul  are  accomplished,  binding  when  it  does  not 
recognise  the  essence  of  God,  and  loosing  when  it  does  "  (D.S.V.,  pp.  86-87). 
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environment  but  making  it  and  moulding  it,  if  in  the  very 
possibility  of  one’s  knowledge  and  evaluation  of  the  sense- 
world  there  is  implied  that  which  cannot  be  derived  from  the 
sense-world,  then  logic  requires  that  one  should  affirm  the 
reality  of  that  transcendent  presence  within  oneself.  The 
note  of  scepticism  finds  its  limit  in  regard  to  the  self,  of  which 
we  are  immediately  conscious.  Everyone  is  conscious  of  the 
existence  of  his  own  self,  and  no  one  thinks  “  I  am  not.”  1 
Like  Descartes,  Samkara  finds  the  basis  of  truth  in  the  imme¬ 
diate  self  certainty  which  is  untouched  by  any  of  the  doubts 
cast  on  other  things.4  If  the  existence  of  self  were  not  known, 
then  everyone  would  think  “  I  am  not,”  which,  however,  is 
not  true.  The  self  is  prior  to  the  stream  of  consciousness, 
prior  to  truth  and  falsehood,  prior  to  reality  and  illusion, 
good  and  evil.  “  All  means  of  knowledge  (pramanas)  exist 
only  as  dependent  on  self-experience,  and  since  such  experience 
is  its  own  proof,  there  is  no  necessity  for  proving  the  existence 
of  self.”  “  The  very  existence  of  understanding  and  its 
functions  presupposes  an  intelligence  known  as  the  self,  which 
is  different  from  them,  which  is  self-established,  and  which 
they  subserve.”  3  Each  function  and  faculty,  the  gross  body 
and  the  vital  breath,  the  senses  and  the  internal  organ,  the 
empirical  "  me,”  appear  only  on  the  basis  of  and  in  relation 
to  the  Atman.  They  all  serve  an  end  beyond  themselves, 
and  depend  on  some  deeper  ground  of  existence.  Atman 
cannot  be  doubted,  “  for  it  is  the  essential  nature  of  him 
who  denies  it.”  4 

Samkara  argues  that  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  know  the 
self  by  means  of  thought,  since  thought  itself  is  a  part  of  the 
flux  belonging  to  the  region  of  the  not-self.  If  we  grasp  it 
by  inducing  a  sort  of  sleep  on  all  our  critical  and  interpretative 
powers,  then  we  do  fail  to  have  knowledge  of  the  type  we  desire. 
Yet  we  cannot  think  away  the  self,  for  there  is  no  conscious¬ 
ness  or  experience  possible  apart  from  it.  Though  it  escapes 
our  knowledge,  it  does  not  entirely  escape  us.  It  is  the 

*  Sarvo  hy  atmastitvam  pratyeti  na  naham  asmiti  (S.B.,  i.  i.  i). 

*  Cp.  Descartes  :  Discourse  on  Method. 

3  Suresvara's  Vdrttika,  pp.  189  and  542,  791-795.  See  also  S.B.,  ii.  3.  7  ; 
i.  3.  22. 

*  Ya  eva  hi  nirakarta  tad  eva  tasya  svarupam  (S.B.,  ii.  3.  7). 
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object  of  the  notion  of  self,1  and  is  known  to  exist  on  account 
of  its  immediate  presentation.2  It  cannot  be  proved,  since  it 
is  the  basis  of  all  proof  and  is  established  prior  to  all  proof. 3 
Logically  it  is  a  postulate.  We  have  to  take  it  for  granted. 4 

Samkara  tries  to  distinguish  the  true  self  from  the  object, 
and  declares  that  subject  and  object  are  opposed  like  light 
and  darkness,  so  that  what  is  truly  subject  can  never  become 
an  object.  Metaphysically,  the  conception  of  self-existence 
involves  the  ideas  of  eternity,  immutability  and  completeness. 
What  is  truly  real  is  what  has  being  in  itself  and  for  itself, 5 
so  that  to  affirm  the  reality  of  Atman  or  the  permanent  self 
is  to  affirm  the  reality  of  an  eternal  Brahman.  Atma  ca 
Brahma.6  The  proof  of  the  reality  of  Brahman  is  that  it  is 
the  ground  of  the  self  of  everyone.  7 

Though  we  know  that  the  self  is,  we  do  not  know  what 
it  is,  whether  finite  or  infinite,  knowledge  or  bliss,  one  only 
or  one  among  others  like  itself,  a  mere  witness  or  an  enjoyer, 
or  neither.  As  there  are  conflicting  opinions  about  the  nature 
of  the  self,  Samkara  says  that  it  is  both  known  and  unknown. 
The  “  I  ”  must  be  distinguished  from  the  “  not  I,”  which 
includes  not  only  the  outer  world,  the  body  and  its  organs, 
but  also  the  whole  apparatus  of  understanding  and  the  senses. 
In  ordinary  usage  we  regard  mental  states  as  subjective,  and 
physical  states  as  objective.  But  from  the  metaphysical 
point  of  view  both  orders  of  phenomena,  material  and  mental, 
are  equally  objective.8  The  materialists  identify  the  self  with 

1  Asmatpratyayavisaya.  Cp.  Kena.,  ii.  Pratibodhaviditam. 

1  Aparoksatvac  ca  pratyagatma-prasiddheh  (S.B.,  i.  i.  i). 

3  Atma  tu  pramanadivyavaharasrayatvat  prag  eva  pramanadivyava- 
harat  siddhyati  (S.B.,  ii.  3.  7;  S.B.G.,  xviii.  50). 

4  Samkara  says:  “  The  eternal  spirit  different  from  the  agent,  which  is 
the  object  of  the  presentation  of  I  (ahampratyayavisaya)  dwelling  as  witness 
(saksin)  in  all  being,  uniform  (sama),  one,  the  highest  is  not  apprehended 
by  anyone  from  the  Veda  (vidhikanda)  or  any  book  based  on  reflection 
(tarka).  He  is  the  soul  of  all  (sarvasyatma)  .  .  .  and  therefore  none  can  deny 
him,  for  he  is  even  the  self  of  him  who  denies  ”  (i.  1.  4). 

5  See  Kegel:  /Esthetics ,  E.T.,  chap.  i. 

6  S.B.,  i.  1.  1. 

7  Sarvasyatmatvac  ca  brahmastitvaprasiddhih.  S.B.,  i.  1.  1. 

8  "  As  one  is  accustomed  when  it  goes  ill  or  well  with  his  son  or  wife 
and  the  like  to  say,  ‘  It  goes  ill  or  well  with  me/  and  thus  transfers  the 
qualities  of  outer  things  to  the  self,  in  just  the  same  way  he  transfers  the 
qualities  of  the  body  when  he  says,  ‘  I  am  fat,  I  am  thin,  I  am  white,  I  stand, 
I  go,  I  leap/  and  similarly  the  qualities  of  the  sense-organs  when  he  says. 
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the  body  or  the  senses.  But  consciousness  and  matter  repre¬ 
sent  different  kinds  of  reality,  and  one  cannot  be  reduced  to 
the  other.  Nor  can  we  identify  the  self  with  the  senses.  For 
then  there  would  be  as  many  selves  as  there  are  senses,  and 
this  would  make  the  recognition  of  personal  identity  a 
problem.  Besides,  if  the  different  senses  constitute  the  self, 
there  should  be  the  simultaneous  enjoyment  of  sight,  sound, 
taste,  etc.  According  to  the  Yogacara  theory,  the  self  is 
nothing  more  than  a  series  of  impermanent  mental  states.1 
But  we  cannot,  on  this  theory,  account  for  the  facts  of  memory 
and  recognition.  The  Sunyavada,  which  declares  that  there 
is  no  permanent  self  at  all,  comes  into  conflict  with  the  first 
principle  of  Samkara’s  philosophy,  that  the  existence  of  the 
self  cannot  be  doubted.  Even  if  we  declare  the  whole  world 
to  be  a  mere  void,  this  void  presupposes  a  cogniser  of  itself.* 
Even  in  dreamless  sleep  there  is  the  self,  for  when  one  rises 
from  it  one  is  aware  that  one  had  good  sleep  undisturbed  by 
dreams.  This  he  knows  from  memory.  Since  memory  is 
only  of  presentations,  the  bliss  of  sleep  and  the  consciousness 
of  nothing  must  have  been  presented  during  the  sleeping 
state.  If  it  is  said  that  the  absence  during  sleep  of  disquiet 
and  knowledge  is  only  inferred  from  the  memory  of  the  state 
before  sleep  and  the  perception  of  the  state  after  it,  then  it 

‘  I  am  dumb,  impotent,  deaf,  one-eyed,  blind,'  and  similarly  the  qualities 
of  the  internal  organ  (antahkarana),  desire,  wish,  doubt,  resolution,  and  the 
like.  Thus  also  he  transfers  the  subject  presenting  the  ‘  I  ’  (ahampratyayin) 
to  the  inner  self  present  solely  as  witness  (saksin)  of  the  personal  tendencies, 
and,  conversely,  the  witness  of  all,  the  inner  self  to  the  internal  organ  and 
the  rest  ”  (S.B.,  i.  i.  i).  See  D.S.V.,  p.  54,  n.  ;  Atmabodha,  p.  18;  S.S.S.S., 
xii.  49-C2,  72-77.  Cp.  Descartes  :  “  I  am  not  the  assemblage  of  members 
called  the  human  body  ;  I  am  not  a  thin  and  penetrating  air  diffused  through 
all  these  members,  or  wind,  or  flame,  or  vapour,  or  breath,  or  any  of  all  the 
things  I  can  imagine,  for  I  supposed  that  all  these  were  not,  and  without 
changing  the  supposition  I  find  that  I  still  feel  assured  of  my  existence  " 
( Meditations ,  p.  ii).  See  also  Chan.  Up.,  viii.  7-12;  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  1.  7; 
Mandukya  Up.  Felt-masses  and  content-complexes  do  not  explain  but 
demand  explanation.  Kant  made  an  effective  contribution  to  logical  theory 
when  he  asked  us  to  shift  our  attention  from  the  contents  of  consciousness 
to  the  consciousness  which  apperceives  or  is  aware  of  the  contents.  But 
he  was  not  fully  aware  of  the  implications  of  his  theory  that  there  could 
be  only  one  universal  consciousness.  He  knew  that  the  distinction  of 
objects  into  inanimate  and  animate,  sentient  and  conscious,  were  distinctions 
in  the  world  of  contents.  But  he  illegitimately  inferred  from  the  plurality 
of  the  content  world  the  plurality  of  things  in  themselves. 

*  K§anikavijnanadhara.  *  Sunyasyapi  svasak$itvat. 
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is  replied  that  we  cannot  infer  anything  the  like  of  which 
was  not  presented.  If  it  is  said  that  a  negative  concept 
cannot  have  any  percept  answering  to  it,  and  therefore  the 
absence  of  knowledge  and  disquiet  is  only  inferred,  it  is  said 
in  reply  that  absence  of  knowledge,  etc.,  to  be  inferred  must 
be  conceivable,  i.e.  must  have  been  directly  perceived  during 
their  absence.  So  we  have  during  dreamless  sleep  direct 
consciousness  of  the  absence  of  knowledge  and  disquiet.  In 
that  state  the  empirical  mind  is  inactive,  and  pure  conscious¬ 
ness  alone  is  present.1  The  self  is  not  to  be  identified  with 
the  inner  feeling  which  accompanies  the  continual  changes  of 
our  mental  attitudes  or  the  empirical  “  me,"  consisting  of  a 
number  of  mental  contents  developing  in  time.2  It  is  true 
that  self-consciousness  (ahamkara)  precedes  activity,  but  it 
is  not  the  self,  since  it  is  not  antecedent  to  knowledge,  as  it 
is  itself  an  object  of  knowledge. 3  To  equate  the  self  with  a 
flux  of  states,  a  presentation  continuum,  or  a  stream  of 
consciousness,  would  be  to  confuse  the  principle  of  conscious¬ 
ness  with  portions  of  its  contents.  The  felt-masses  and 

1  The  inner  organ  is  inactive  and  the  pure  consciousness  is  only  in  relation 
to  avidya.  Any  activity  in  susupti  is  traced  to  avidya  by  the  author  of 
Vivarana,  while  Suresvara  contends  that  there  is  no  activity  at  all  in 
susupti. 

3  M.  Bergson  has  made  us  familiar  with  the  conception  of  a  growing  self 
which  goes  on  gathering  its  past  experience  through  memory  and  pressing 
forward  to  its  future  ends  ( Creative  Evolution,  p.  210).  If  the  basis  of 
personality  is  only  the  consciousness  of  the  past,  as  some  Buddhists  believe, 
then  there  can  never  be  the  same  self  at  two  different  moments  of  time. 
While  the  connecting-link  of  memory  may  give  some  force  and  significance 
to  the  notion  of  selfhood,  the  sense  of  timelessness  inherent  in  the  conscious¬ 
ness  of  self  remains  unexplained.  Bergson  is  aware  of  the  unsatisfactory 
nature  of  an  endlessly  growing  self,  and  so  tells  us  that  the  true  self  is  to 
be  defined  by  a  reference  to  pure  duration  which  is  unconscious  of  a  forward 
movement  or  a  past  history.  It  is  the  undivided  present  where  all  the 
temporal  categories  are  absent.  Bergson  thus  tries  to  satisfy  the  instinct 
for  eternity  by  making  short  work  of  time  and  developing  a  theory  of 
duration  or  non-temporal  growth.  But  the  self  that  endures  does  so  in 
dependence  on  external  factors.  It  is  not  self-dependent.  When  Bergson 
admits  the  reality  of  memory,  whole  and  complete,  even  in  deep  dreamless 
sleep,  and  employs  it  to  account  for  the  unity  and  continuity  of  conscious¬ 
ness,  he  comes  very  near  £amkara.  He  admits  that  the  spiritual  in  memory 
persists  even  when  every  form  is  extinguished  in  the  universal  flux  of  things. 
While  it  serves  as  a  binding  link  of  the  successive  experiences,  it  can  exist 
«*ven  when  all  experiences  vanish. 

3  Ahamkarapurvakam  api  kartrtvam  nopalabdhir  bhavitum  arhati, 
ahaihkarasyapy  upalabhyamanatvat  (S.B.,  ii.  3.  40I. 
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conscious  streams  rise  and  fall,  appear  and  vanish.  If  all 
these  varying  contents  are  to  be  connected,  we  require 
a  universal  consciousness  which  ever  accompanies  them. 
“  When  it  is  said,  It  is  I  who  now  know  what  at  present 
exists,  it  is  I  who  knew  the  past  and  what  was  before  the 
past,  it  is  I  who  shall  know  the  future  and  what  is  after  the 
future,  it  is  implied  in  these  words  that,  even  when  the  object 
of  knowledge  alters,  the  knower  does  not  alter,  for  he  is  in  the 
past,  present  and  the  future,  as  his  essence  is  eternally 
present/’  1 2  We  can  know  a  temporal  series  of  events  as  a 
series  only  if  the  facts  are  held  together  through  something 
present  alike  to  each  of  them  and  itself  therefore  out  of  time.3 4 
The  self  is  not  a  creature  of  the  natural  world,  for  the  simple 
reason  that  there  would  not  be  any  natural  world  were  not 
the  principle  of  self  presupposed.  Samkara  holds  that  we 
get  the  notion  of  the  Atman  if  we  divest  it  of  all  that  sur¬ 
rounds  it,  discriminate  it  from  the  bodily  frame  with  which 
it  is  encompassed,  strip  it  of  all  contents  of  experience.3  To 
our  logical  minds  it  may  appear  that  we  have  reduced  it  to 
a  bare  potentiality  of  thought,  if  not  mere  nothing,  but  it  is 
better  to  regard  it  this  way  than  as  a  whole  of  parts  or  a 
thing  with  qualities  or  a  substance  with  attributes.  It  is 
undifferenced  consciousness  alone  (nirvisesacinmatram)  which 
is  unaffected  even  when  the  body  is  reduced  to  ashes  and  the 
mind  perishes.4 

1  Sarvada  vartamanasvabhavatvat  (S.B.,  ii.  3.  7,  and  S.B.G.,  ii.  18).  See 
Advaitamakaranda,  pp.  11  and  13. 

2  Samkara  would  endorse  Lotze’s  argument  that  the  simplest  comparison 
of  two  ideas  and  the  recognition  of  them  as  like  or  unlike  presupposes  "  the 
indivisible  unity  of  that  which  compares  them,”  an  Atman  external  to  the 
content  with  which  it  deals  ( Metaphysics ,  p.  241). 

3  Understanding,  senses,  etc.,  are  unconscious  and  objects  of  a  subject. 
Cp.  Bhdmati  :  “  Citsvabhavatma  visayi,  jadasvabhava  buddhindriyadeha- 
visaya  visayalj.” 

4  S.S.S.S.,  xii.  8.  41.  Cp.  Augustine:  "  Step  by  step  was  I  led  upwards 
from  bodies  to  the  soul  which  perceives  by  means  of  the  bodily  senses ;  and 
thence  to  the  soul’s  inward  faculty,  to  which  the  bodily  senses  report  external 
things,  which  is  the  limit  of  the  intelligence  of  animals  ;  and  thence  again 
to  the  reasoning  faculty,  to  whose  judgment  is  referred  the  knowledge 
received  by  the  bodily  senses.  And  when  this  power  also  within  me  found 
itself  changeable,  it  lifted  itself  up  to  its  own  intelligence  and  withdrew 
its  thoughts  from  experience,  abstracting  itself  from  the  contradictory 
throng  of  sense-images,  that  it  might  find  what  that  light  was  wherein  it 
was  bathed,  when  it  cried  out  that  beyond  all  doubt  the  unchangeable  is 
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The  crux  of  all  philosophy  is  this,  that  the  sense-organs 
and  the  neural  processes  of  the  body,  which  is  in  space  and 
time,  seem  to  produce  consciousness.  Surely  the  non-conscious 
cannot  be  the  cause  of  the  conscious.  If  anything,  the  con¬ 
scious  must  be  the  cause  of  the  non-conscious.  The  senses,  the 
mind  and  the  understanding  are  not  self-sufficient.  “  The 
activity  of  these  organs  demands  in  addition  upalabdhi, 
which  belongs  to  the  Atman  .  .  .  whose  very  nature  is  eternal 
knowledge.”  1  But  this  consciousness,  which  is  the  cause  of 
the  non-conscious,  is  not  the  finite  consciousness  but  the 
ultimate  one,  for  ever  so  many  objects  and  events  that  do  not 
exist  in  this  or  that  finite  consciousness  still  exist  in  reality. 
So  we  must  assume  an  ultimate  consciousness  of  which  the 
finite  is  only  a  fragment.  The  fundamental  consciousness, 
which  is  the  basis  of  all  reality,  is  not  to  be  confused  with 
the  human  consciousness,  which  appears  rather  late  in  the 
cosmic  evolution.  Presentations  are  subject  to  origin  and 
decay,  and  are  not  self-luminous,  and  they  are  known  only 
through  the  light  of  Atman, 2  whose  essential  nature  is  self¬ 
luminosity.  3  It  is  pure  consciousness  (caitanyam)  or  mere 
awareness,  “  the  supreme  principle  in  which  there  is  no 
differentiation  of  knower,  knowledge  and  known,  infinite, 
transcendent,  the  essence  of  absolute  knowledge.”  4  It  is  of 

to  be  preferred  to  the  changeable  ;  whence  also  it  knew  that  Unchangeable  ; 
and  thus  with  the  flash  of  one  trembling  glance  it  arrived  at  That  which  is  ’ 
[Confessions,  vii.  23). 

1  Nityopalabdhi  svarupatvat  (S.B.,  ii.  3.  40).  Cp.  Citsukhi,  i.  7. 

Cid  rupatvad  akarmatvat  svayamjyotir  ity  sruteh 
Atmanah  svaprakasatvam  ko  nivarayitum  ksamah. 

*  S.B.,  ii.  2.  28.  Cp.  with  this  Aristotle’s  Nous,  which  helps  understanding, 
etc.,  which  are  potentially  intelligent,  to  realise  their  potencies. 

3  Svayamjyotis  svarupatvat  (S.B.,  i.  3.  22).  See  also  S.B.  on  Prasna 
Up.,  vi.  3. 

4  Vivekacudamani,  p.  239. 

The  Naiyayika  ( Nyayatnanjari ,  p.  432)  objects  to  this  theory  on  the  follow¬ 
ing  grounds:  Nobody  has  experienced  pure  consciousness,  since  our  empirical 
consciousness  is  always  conditioned  by  the  mind  and  the  senses.  To  say  that 
it  is  known  by  intuitive  consciousness  (aparoksajuana)  is  self-contradictory. 
If  it  is  argued  that  the  self  as  self-luminous  is  known  immediately,  it  may  be 
said  that  a  shining  lamp  is  manifested  to  a  blind  man  though  unperceived  by 
him.  If  the  lamp  manifests  itself  only  to  one  who  apprehends  it,  then 
even  the  self  is  known  only  when  it  is  apprehended,  i.e.  when  it  becomes 
an  object  of  consciousness,  and  then  it  ceases  to  be  pure  and  undefiled. 
Kumarila  asks,  if  the  self  as  being  of  the  nature  of  consciousness  is  self- 


482 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


the  nature  of  non-objective  consciousness.1  “  The  Atman  is 
throughout  nothing  but  intelligence ;  intelligence  is  its 
exclusive  nature,  as  the  salt  taste  is  of  the  lump  of  salt.”  2 
Spirit  cannot  have  an  unspiritual  nature.  By  the  law  of  its 
being,  it  is  ever  shining.  As  the  sun  shines  when  there  is 
nothing  for  it  to  shine  on,  so  the  Atman  has  consciousness 
even  when  there  is  no  object. 3  It  is  pure  light,  clear  radiance, 
not  merely  the  foundation  of  all  our  knowledge,  but  the  light 
of  all  our  seeing. 

Samkara  sets  aside  the  view  of  Nyaya  and  the  Viiistadvaita  that 
the  self  is  an  intelligent  substance  and  the  relation  of  self  to  conscious¬ 
ness  is  one  of  substance  and  attribute  (dharmi  and  dharma).4  The 
relation  between  intelligence  and  self  must  be  one  of  identity  or 
difference,  or  identity  and  difference.  If  intelligence  be  different  in 
nature  from  the  self,  then  there  can  be  no  relation  of  substance  and 
attribute  between  them. 5  Besides,  in  the  case  of  different  objects, 
the  relation  may  be  either  external  conjunction  (samyoga)  or  internal 
relation  (samavaya).  The  former  holds  between  two  corporeal  things, 
but  self  and  intelligence  are  not  corporeal.  If  there  be  the  internal 
relation  of  samavaya  between  self  and  intelligence,  then  this  relation 
must  itself  be  related  to  the  self,  and  the  second  relation  must  also  be 
related  to  the  self,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  So  if  self  and  intelligence 
are  different  from  each  other,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  of  the  relation 
of  substance  and  attribute  between  them.  If  the  two  are  identical, 
then  there  is  no  meaning  in  saying  that  the  one  is  an  attribute  of  the 
other.  It  would  be  contradictory  to  hold  that  one  thing  is  both 
identical  with  and  different  from  another.  So  the  self  must  be  regarded 
as  identical  with  intelligence.6 

The  caitanya  or  Atman  is  not  to  be  confused  with  logical 
apprehension,  where  it  ceases  to  be  the  ultimate  real  that 

luminous,  are  pleasure  and  pain  to  be  regarded  as  self-luminous?  On  this 
view  we  cannot  account  for  its  suspension  in  sleep.  If  it  is  said  that  the 
self  alone  is  manifested  in  dreamless  sleep,  but  not  the  body  or  the  senses 
or  the  objects,  which  are  all  manifested  in  waking  life,  Kumarila  denies  it  on 
the  ground  that  we  have  a  consciousness  that  we  apprehended  nothing 
during  deep  sleep  when  we  awake  from  it.  He  contends  that  the  self  is  an 
object  of  internal  perception  (manasapratyaksagamyam).  See  also  £astra- 
dlpikd,  pp.  347-350. 

1  Nirvisayajnanamayam.  Cp.  Samkara’s  Hymn  to  Hari,  p.  4. 

••  2  S.B.,  iii.  2.  16.  See  also  S.B.,  i.  3.  19,  22. 

3  S.B.,  ii.  3.  18. 

4  Ciddharma  atma  na  tu  citsvabhavah.  Cp.  Jnanabhinno  nityatmeti 
siddham  (Visvanatha’s  Muktavali,  p.  49). 

5  Atmaghafadivad  dharmadharmitvanupapatteh. 

6  See  Hastdmalaka.  See  Haldane:  Reign  of  Relativity,  p.  196. 
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can  be  rendered  in  its  own  terms,  but  becomes  an  effect  of, 
the  interaction  of  subject  and  object.  If  knowledge  is  con¬ 
ceived  as  at  a  level  where  it  is  creative  of  its  object,  there 
is  yet  implicit  in  it  a  distinction  between  subject  and  object, 
and  this  limitation  is  not  the  less  a  limitation  simply  because 
knowledge  itself  has  produced  it.  True  existence  and  intelli¬ 
gence  go  together.  Atman  cannot  be  existence  without 
intelligence  or  intelligence  without  existence.1  It  is  also  of 
the  nature  of  bliss  (ananda).2  Ananda  is  freedom  from  all 
suffering. 3  Atman  has  nothing  to  cast  off  and  nothing  to 
acquire,  nothing  dark  or  disorderly.  Sarhkara  denies  activity 
to  Atman,  since  activity  by  its  nature  is  non-eternal. 4  “  The 

self  cannot  be  the  abode  of  any  action,  since  an  action  cannot 
exist  without  modifying  that  in  which  it  abides.”  3  All 
activity  presupposes  the  self-sense,  and,  so  far  as  we  are  aware, 
it  is  of  the  form  of  pain  6  and  motived  by  desire. 7  Activity 
and  enjoyment  are  dependent  on  a  dualistic  vision,  which  is 
not  the  highest  truth.8  There  can  be  no  agency  without  the 
limitation  of  the  Atman  by  a  body,  etc.,  and  every  limitation 
is  unreal.  9  The  Atman  by  itself  has  no  agency.10  Samkara 
attributes  to  the  Atman  truth,  dependence  on  its  own  great¬ 
ness,  omnipresence,  and  the  character  of  being  the  self  of  all.11 
He  regards  the  Atman  as  one,  universal  and  infinite,  for  the 
same  reason  for  which  Hegel  calls  his  idea  infinite.  It  is  at 
no  point  limited  by  its  antitheses  or  opposites,  by  something 
else  which  it  is  not  but  which  yet  sets  bounds  to  it.  It  is 
always  in  his  own  sphere.  Consciousness  has  no  limit,  since 
the  consciousness  of  limits  shows  that  the  consciousness  is 

1  Satta  eva  bodhah  bodha  eva  ca  satta. 

2  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  Atman  is  (asti),  shines  (bhati),  and  pleases  (prlnati). 

3  Cp.  Brh.  Up.,  iii.  5.  4  Adhruva.  5  S.B.,  i.  1.  4. 

6  Kartrtvasya  duhkharupatvat  (S.B.,ii.  3.  40). 

7  Karmahetuh  kamah  syat,  pravartakatvat  (Sarhkara’s  Introduction  to 
the  Tait.  Up). 

8  Avidyapratyupasthapitatvat  kartrbhoktrtvayoh.  S.B.,  ii.  3.  40.  Cp. 
also  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  5.  15. 

9  Cp.  Suresvara:  “The  existence  of  the  Atman  in  its  natural  state 
(svarupa)  is  spoken  of  by  the  wise  as  liberation  (nihsreyasa),  and  the  contact 
of  the  Atman  with  any  other  condition  is  the  result  of  ajnana  ’  ( Varttika , 
p.  109). 

10  Svatah  anadhikarinah.  See  Suresvara's  Varttikas,  pp.  no-113. 

11  Satyatvam,  svamahimapratisthitatvam,  sarvagatatvam,  sarvatmatvam 

(S.B.,  i.  3.  9). 
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greater  than  the  limit.  If  there  were  a  limit  to  it,  then 
consciousness  as  limited  by  other  things  cannot  be  conscious 
of  limits.  Consciousness  and  limit  are  opposed  in  nature. 
Limit  is  the  nature  of  a  thing  and  consciousness  is  no  thing. 

It  is  urged  against  Descartes  that  he  tried  to  abstract  the 
self  totally  from  the  not-self  and  established  the  reality  of 
the  former  independently  in  its  own  right.  We  must  be 
clear  that  Samkara’s  self  is  not  the  individual  knowing 
subject.  If  Samkara  tried  to  establish  the  reality  of  the 
individual  knowing  subject  in  abstraction  from  or  as  opposed 
to  the  not-self,  he  would  get  a  plurality  of  finite  contentless 
selves  or  an  abstract  universal  self.  The  Atman  of  Samkara 
is  neither  the  individual  self  nor  a  collection  of  such  selves. 
These  latter  are  dependent  on  the  universal  self.  Samkara 
says  that  it  is  “  not  a  thing  in  the  empirical  sense  which  we 
may  indicate  by  words  ;  nor  is  it  an  object  like  a  cow  which 
can  be  known  by  the  ordinary  means  of  knowledge.  It 
cannot  even  be  described  by  its  generic  properties  or  specific 
marks  ;  we  cannot  say  that  it  acts  in  this  or  that  manner, 
since  it  is  always  known  to  be  actionless.  It  cannot,  there¬ 
fore,  be  positively  described.”  Samkara’s  self  is  different 
from  the  transcendental  ego  of  Kant,  which  is  purely  a  form 
which  attaches  to  all  objects  of  experience.  Though  it  is 
said  to  transcend  empirical  consciousness,  it  is  still  indi¬ 
vidualised,  since  it  becomes  the  practical  will.  Kant’s 
account  of  its  difference  from  the  empirical  ego,  which  is  a 
product  of  conditions,  applies  to  Samkara’s  Atman.  Only 
Samkara  would  say  that  the  ever-present  light  of  consciousness 
is  something  perfect  and  not  in  process  of  growth.1  The 
practical  will  of  Kant  is  the  empirical  self,  for  which  there 
is  always  the  indefinable  sense  of  the  beyond.  Fichte’s 
absolute  ego  is  not  different  in  essence  from  the  empirical 
self,  since  the  activity  by  which  it  becomes  actually  what  it 
is  potentially  is  determined  by  the  non-ego.  It  is  because 
Sarhkara  finds  the  essence  of  personality  in  its  distinction 
from  other  existences  that  he  contends  that  the  Atman  which 
has  no  other  existences  independent  of  it  is  not  a  person. 
It  is  true,  however,  that  the  empirical  self  is  the  only  reality 

1  Cp.  Gentile’s  theory  of  the  pure  subject  which  cannot  be  made  an 
object  ( Theory  of  Mind  as  Pure  Act,  pp.  6-7). 
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from  the  logical  point  of  view  and  the  pure  self  but  a  shadow. 
But  when  we  rise  to  intuition,  where  the  subject  and  the 
object  coincide,  we  realise  the  truth  of  the  ultimate  con¬ 
sciousness.1  It  is  the  absolute  vision  that  is  its  own  visibility. 
It  is  the  essence  of  everyone  who,  having  thought  "I  am 
who  I  am,”  thus  knows  himself.  It  is  the  absolutely  real 
which  no  experience  will  ever  alter.  It  has  no  dimensions. 
We  cannot  think  of  it  as  extended  or  capable  of  division. 
It  is  always  and  everywhere  the  same.  There  is  in  it  no 
plurality.  It  is  as  much  in  one  as  in  another.  It  is  incapable 
of  particularisation.  We  live  because  we  share  the  universal 
life  ;  we  think  because  we  share  the  universal  thought.  Our 
experience  is  possible  because  of  the  universal  Atman  in  us.2 


XIV 

The  Mechanism  of  Knowledge 

Scepticism  about  the  preconceptions  of  common  sense  and 
the  first  principles  of  thought  is  what  Samkara  inherited 
from  the  Buddhist  thinkers.  It  became  clear  to  him  that  no 
attempt  at  philosophical  construction  can  take  for  granted  a 
system  of  first  principles.  So  he  undertook  a  critical  analysis 
of  knowledge  and  man’s  cognitive  mechanism.  Deep  within 
us  our  self  lives  a  life  of  which  it  does  not  speak.  The  ultimate 
reality  is  the  non-dual  spirit.  But  all  determinate  knowledge 

1  Cp.  Caird  :  “  If  knowledge  is  the  relation  of  an  object  to  a  conscious 
subject,  it  is  the  more  complete  the  more  intimate  the  relation,  and  it 
becomes  perfect  when  the  duality  becomes  transparent,  when  subject  and 
object  are  identified,  and  when  the  duality  is  seen  to  be  simply  the  necessary 
expression  of  the  unity — in  short,  when  consciousness  passes  into  self- 
consciousness  ”  ( Critical  Philosophy  of  Kant,  p.  46). 

1  S.B.  on  Mandukya  Up.,  ii.  7.  Cp.  Eckhart :  “  There  is  something  in 
the  soul  which  is  above  the  soul,  divine,  simple,  an  absolute  nothing  ;  rather 
unnamed  than  named ;  unknown  than  known.  ...  It  is  higher  than 
knowledge,  higher  than  love,  higher  than  grace,  for  in  all  these  there  is  still 
distinction.  This  light  is  satisfied  only  with  the  supra-essential  essence. 
It  is  bent  on  entering  into  the  simple  ground,  the  still  waste  wherein  is  no 
distinction,  neither  Father  nor  Son  nor  Holy  Ghost ;  into  the  unity  where 
no  man  dwelleth.  Then  is  it  satisfied  in  the  light,  then  it  is  one  ;  then  it 
is  one  in  itself — as  this  ground  is  a  simple  stillness,  in  itself  immovable,  and 
yet  by  this  immovability  are  all  things  moved  ”  (quoted  in  Hunt’s  Essay 
on  Pantheism,  p.  180). 
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presupposes  the  modification  of  the  ultimate  consciousness 
into  (i)  a  subject  who  knows  (pramatrcaitany a) ,  the  cognising 
consciousness  which  is  determined  by  the  internal  organ  ; 
(2)  the  process  of  knowledge  (pramanacaitanya),  the  cognitive 
consciousness  determined  by  the  vrtti,  or  the  modification  of 
the  internal  organ ;  and  (3)  the  object  known  (visaya- 
caitanya),  the  consciousness  determined  by  the  object  cognised. 
The  ultimate  consciousness  is  one  only  (ekam  eva),  pervading 
all  things  (sarvavyapi),  enlightening  all,  the  internal  organ, 
its  modification  and  the  object.1  The  arguments  for  the 
existence  of  antahkarana  (internal  organ),2  besides  the  senses, 
are  already  familiar  to  us.  3  The  internal  organ  is  so  called 
because  it  is  the  seat  of  the  functions  of  the  sense  as  distinct 
from  their  outer  organs.  It  receives  and  arranges  what  is 
conveyed  to  it  through  the  senses.  It  is  not  itself  regarded 
as  a  sense,  since,  if  it  were  a  sense,  it  could  not  have  a  direct 
perception  of  itself  or  its  modifications.  It  is  said  to  consist 
of  parts  and  to  be  of  medium  size,  neither  atomic  nor  infinite 
in  magnitude.  It  has  transparency,  by  which  it  reflects 
objects,  even  as  the  mirror  has  the  lustre  to  reflect  our  faces. 
The  power  to  reflect  objects,  i.e.  to  become  conscious  of  them, 
is  not  innate  in  the  internal  organ,  but  is  acquired  by  it  from 
its  relation  to  the  Atman.  Though  the  internal  organ  is  said  to 
shed  its  lustre  on  the  objects  and  reflect  them,  it  is  still  the 
Atman  that  reflects  in  it. 4  Atman  is  the  illuminator,  and  by 
means  of  it  the  internal  organ  perceives.  5  The  internal  organ 

*  Cp.  Pancadasi,  vii.  91. 

*  Vacaspati  regards  manas  as  a  sense. 

3  Between  the  Atman  and  the  organs  of  sense  a  connecting-link  is 
necessary.  If  we  do  not  admit  the  internal  organ,  there  would  result  either 
perpetual  perception  or  perpetual  non-perception,  the  former  when  there 
is  the  conjunction  of  the  Atman,  the  sense  (indriya),  and  the  object  (visaya), 
the  three  constituting  the  instruments  of  perception.  If,  on  the  conjunction 
of  these  three  causes,  the  effect  did  not  follow,  there  would  take  place 
perpetual  non-perception.  But  neither  is  the  fact.  We  have  therefore  to 
acknowledge  the  existence  of  an  internal  organ  on  whose  attention  (avadhana) 
and  non-attention  (anavadhana)  perception  and  non-perception  take  place 
(S.B.,  ii.  3.  32). 

4  See  Manisapaflcakam.  ^arhkara  here  follows  the  Samkhya  view  that 
buddhi,  manas,  etc.,  are  in  themselves  unintelligent,  though  they  derive 
the  power  of  intelligence  from  their  proximity  to  purusa.  In  the  Advaita, 
the  atman,  which  is  mere  self-luminousness,  takes  the  place  of  purusa. 

5  Upadesasdhasri,  xviii.  33-54.  See  S.B.  on  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  1  ;  Vdrttika 
9n  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  1. 
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undergoes  changes  or  modifications  of  form.  The  modifica- 
tion  which  reveals  objects  (visaya)  is  called  the  vrtti.1  The 
vrttis  or  modes  of  the  internal  organ  are  of  four  different 
kinds  :  indetermination  (samsaya)  ;  determination  (niscaya)  ; 
self-consciousness  (garva)  ;  and  remembrance  (smarana).  The 
one  internal  organ  (antahkarana)  is  called  mind  (manas)  when 
it  has  the  mode  of  indetermination  ;  buddhi,  or  understanding, 
when  it  has  the  mode  of  determination  ;  self-sense  (ahamkara) 
when  it  has  the  mode  of  self-consciousness  ;  and  attention 
(citta)  when  it  has  the  mode  of  concentration  and  remem¬ 
brance.2  The  cause  of  cognition  is  not  the  ultimate  con¬ 
sciousness  alone,  but  this  consciousness  as  qualified  by  the 
internal  organ.  This  internal  organ  differs  with  each  indi¬ 
vidual,  and  so  the  cognition  by  one  man  does  not  mean 
cognition  by  all.  As  the  internal  organ  is  a  limited  entity, 
it  cannot  apply  itself  to  all  things  in  the  world.  It  functions 
within  varying  limits,  which  are  defined  by  the  past  conduct 
of  the  individual  to  whom  it  belongs.  3 

*  It  has  other  modifications  in  experiencing  emotions,  etc.,  which  are 
not  called  vrttis. 

*  The  object  of  buddhi  has  but  three  moments  in  which  it  is  born,  exists 
and  dies,  while  citta  endures.  The  function  of  citta  is  important  from  the 
point  of  view  of  worship,  where  contemplation  and  concentration  are  essential. 
£amkara  draws  a  distinction  between  manas,  which  has  doubt  for  its  function, 
and  buddhi,  which  has  determination  for  its  province  (ii.  3.  32).  Manas 
includes  samkalpa  or  conation,  vikalpa  01  negation  of  conation,  sense- 
perception,  memory,  desires  and  emotions.  Buddhi  is  the  higher  power 
responsible  for  conception,  judgment,  reasoning  and  self-consciousness. 
The  Sarhkhya,  as  we  saw,  admitted  ahamkara  in  addition  to  buddhi,  though 
it  merged  citta  in  buddhi.  The  Paribhasa  gives  all  the  four.  Other  Vedanta 
works,  as  Vedantasdra  and  Vedantasiddhantasarasamgraha,  reconcile  these 
divisions  by  identifying  manas  with  citta  and  buddhi  with  ahamkara. 
Later  Advaita  does  not  distinguish  mental  states  so  much  into  feeling, 
knowledge  and  will,  as  into  conceptual  and  perceptual  levels  of  mind’s 
activity  with  regard  to  all  its  modes  of  consciousness,  affective,  cognitive 
and  volitional. 

3  The  jiva  cannot  illumine  objects  by  its  own  essential  nature  of  intelli¬ 
gence  without  the  aid  of  the  modes  of  antahkarana,  as  Isvara  does,  since  the 
jiva  has  avidya  as  its  limiting  condition,  while  the  absolute  consciousness 
is  identical  with  all  things  as  their  material  cause  and  so  illumines  them  only 
in  relation  to  itself.  By  the  very  constitution  of  the  jiva,  it  is  not  in  relation 
with  the  external  objects,  but  only  with  the  internal  organ.  See  Siddhdnialesa. 
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XV 

Perception 

Samkara  refers  to  three  sources  of  knowledge  :  perception, 
inference  and  scriptural  testimony.1  Later  writers  add  com¬ 
parison,  implication  and  negation.2  Memory  (smrti)  is  not 
included  under  right  knowledge,  since  novelty  is  said  to  be 
a  feature  of  all  knowledge.  3 

Since  Samkara  does  not  discuss  the  psychology  of  perception  and 
inference,  we  are  not  able  to  state  his  views.  We  have  to  be  content 
with  the  account  in  the  V edantaparibhasa  which  is  evidently  unsatis¬ 
factory.  According  to  it,  perception  is  the  direct  consciousness  of 
objects  obtained  generally  through  the  exercise  of  the  senses.  In 
sense-perception  there  is  actual  contact  between  the  percipient  and 
the  object  of  perception. 4  When  the  eye  is  fixed  on  a  jar,  the  internal 
organ  is  supposed  to  go  out  towards  it,  illuminate  it  by  its  own  light, 
assume  its  shape  and  cognise  it.  This  inner  activity  is  assumed  to 
account  for  the  transformation  of  the  physical  vibrations  into  mental 
states.  If  we  simply  stare  at  the  blue  sky,  we  do  not  perceive  anything. 
The  internal  organ  functions  like  light,  its  vrtti  moves  outwards  in 
the  form  of  an  elongated  ray  of  light.  This  vrtti,  like  the  ray  of  light, 
extends  only  up  to  a  certain  distance.  This  accounts  for  the  non¬ 
perception  of  remote  objects.  The  vrtti  identifies  itself  with  the 
object,  and  its  identification  might  spread  over  the  whole  surrounding 
scene.  What  we  perceive  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  mode.  If 
the  mode  takes  the  form  of  the  weight  of  the  object,  we  perceive 
weight ;  if  of  colour,  we  perceive  colour.  In  inferring  fire  from  smoke, 
the  vrtti  does  not  move  up  to  the  fire  for  the  simple  reason  that  fire 
is  not  in  contact  with  the  organ  of  vision  which  is  in  contact  with 


*  Suresvara,  in  his  N aiskarmyasiddhi,  draws  a  distinction  between  scrip¬ 
tural  means  of  knowledge  (agamika  pramaijas)  and  worldly  (laukika).  See 
also  Samksepasariraka,  ii.  21. 

*  See  V edantaparibhasa. 

3  Anadhigatabadhitarthavisayajnanatvam  pramatvam  {ibid.,  i).  This 
definition  applies  also  to  the  persistent  cognition  of  the  same  object  (dhara- 
vahikabuddhi),  since  it  changes  from  moment  to  moment. 

4  Six  different  kinds  of  contact  are  admitted,  viz.  samyoga,  or  conjunction 
of  the  object  jar  and  the  sense-organ  eye  ;  samyuktatadatmya,  or  contact 
with  the  jarness  of  the  jar ;  samyuktabhinnatadatmya,  or  contact  with 
the  colouredness  of  the  colour  of  the  jar ;  tadatmya,  or  contact  with  the 
sound,  which  is  a  property  of  akasa,  not  distinct  from  it ;  tadatmyavada- 
bhinna,  or  contact  with  the  soundness  of  the  sound  ;  and  visesyavisesana- 
bhava,  or  the  relation  of  the  qualified  and  the  qualification.  See  Vedanta- 
paribhdsa  and  Sikhamavi. 
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smoke.  In  the  case  of  the  perception  of  the  jar,  the  consciousness 
determined  by  the  jar  is  found  to  be  unified  with  that  determined  by 
the  vrtti  of  the  internal  organ  falling  on  that  jar,  even  as  the  space 
(akaia)  enclosed  within  a  vessel  in  the  room  is  unified  with  that 
enclosed  within  the  room  itself.  The  two  limiting  conditions  of 
ultimate  consciousness,  the  modification  and  the  object,  do  not  pro¬ 
duce  a  difference,  since  they  are  in  the  same  spot.  This  unification 
makes  the  cognition  of  the  jar  perceptual  in  character,1 * 3 4 5  and  marks 
off  perception  from  inference.  The  implication  is  that  in  perception 
the  given  element  and  its  interpretation  are  welded  together  in  a 
unity,  while  the  given  and  the  inferred  elements  are  kept  distinct  in 
the  act  of  inference.  In  inference  the  mind  only  thinks  the  object  but 
does  not  go  out  to  meet  it.  Perception  is  distinct  from  memory,  since 
only  past  events  are  recollected.  A  further  qualification  is  mentioned, 
that  the  object  and  the  mental  mode  must  belong  to  the  present  time.* 
Different  kinds  of  perception  are  admitted.  Perceptions  caused  by 
the  exercise  of  the  senses  (indriyajanyam)  are  distinguished  from 
those  which  are  not  caused  by  sense-activity  (indriyajanyam).  Inner 
perceptions  of  desire,  etc.,  are  of  the  latter  type.  The  defining  feature 
of  perception  is  not  the  mediation  of  a  sense-organ,  but  the  identity 
between  the  consciousness  particularised  by  the  object  and  that 
belonging  to  the  pramana.3  When  we  perceive  pleasure  and  such  like 
inner  states,  the  two  limiting  conditions  of  the  pleasure  and  the  mental 
mode  of  pleasure  are  necessarily  situated  in  the  same  place.  It  is, 
however,  admitted  that  dharma  and  adharma  (virtue  and  vice),  though 
they  are  attributes  of  the  internal  organ,  are  not  objects  of  perception. 
No  better  explanation  is  given  than  that  they  are  not  fit  objects  of 
perception.  Fitness  is  an  essential  requirement. 4  Experience  is  our 
only  guide  on  the  question  of  what  objects  are  fit  and  what  not.  From 
verbal  communication  perceptual  cognition  may  result  when  the  object 
perceived  is  in  contact  with  the  mental  mode,  as  in  the  assertion 
“  thou  art  the  tenth/'  5  The  knowledge  conveyed  through  the  pro- 


1  While  the  senses  of  smell,  taste  and  touch  produce  a  knowledge  of 
their  respective  qualities  without  moving  beyond  their  quarters,  those  of 
sight  and  hearing  move  towards  their  objects.  The  wave  theory  of  sound 
is  not  supported. 

*  Vartamanatvam. 

3  Pramanacaitanyasya  visayavacchinnacaitanyabheda  iti. 

4  Yogyatva.  When  the  internal  organ  and  its  attributes  are  said  to  be 
objects  of  perception  by  the  witnessing  consciousness  (saksin),  even  then 
the  cognising  subject  (pramatr)  is  associated  with  the  vrtti  or  the  mode, 
in  the  form  of  the  internal  organ  and  its  attributes.  Cognition  by  the 
witness-self  does  not  mean  cognisability  without  a  mode,  but  only  the 
absence  of  sense-mediation  or  inference,  and  such  other  means  of  knowledge. 
When  the  mode  of  the  internal  organ  is  cognised,  the  cogniser  need  not  be 
associated  with  a  second  vrtti  or  mode,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum,  since  the 
first  vrtti  becomes  its  own  object.  Vfttek  svavi§ayatvabhyupagamena. 

5  See  Pancadatt,  vii.  23  ff. 
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position  “  I  see  the  sweet  sandal-wood  ”  is  perceptual  as  regards  the 
sandal-wood  and  non-perceptual  with  regard  to  the  sweet  smell  which 
is  not  an  object  for  sight.  Perception  is  therefore  defined  as  “  the 
identity  between  the  ultimate  consciousness  particularised  by  an  object 
which  exists  in  the  present  time  and  is  fit  to  be  perceived  by  the  senses 
and  the  ultimate  consciousness  particularised  by  the  mode  (vrtti) 
which  has  taken  the  form  of  the  object."  1 

The  distinction  between  determinate  (savikalpaka)  and  indeter¬ 
minate  (nirvikalpaka)  perception  is  admitted.  In  determinate  per¬ 
ception  we  have  the  distinction  between  the  thmg  determined,  the 
jar,  and  the  determining  attribute,  jarness.3  In  indeterminate  per¬ 
ception  all  determining  attributes  are  left  out  of  view.  No  distinction 
exists  between  S  and  P  as  in  the  propositions,  “  that  art  thou,"  “  this 
is  that  Devadatta."  In  "  that  art  thou,"  since  the  cogniser  is  the 
object,  there  is  no  difference  between  the  consciousness  of  the  cogniser 
and  the  consciousness  of  the  mode  in  the  form  of  the  cogniser. 3  We 
grasp  the  meaning  of  the  proposition  without  apprehending  the  relation 
between  its  different  parts. 

Another  distinction  is  made  on  the  basis  of  the  cogniser,  whether 
it  is  jivasaksi  or  Isvarasaksi.  While  the  jiva  is  the  ultimate  con¬ 
sciousness  particularised  by  the  internal  organ,  the  jivasaksi  is  that 
same  consciousness  conditioned  or  limited  by  the  internal  organ. 
The  internal  organ  enters  into  the  constitution  of  the  jiva  while  it 
remains  outside  screening  the  jivasaksi.  In  the  former  case,  it  is  an 
attribute  (vi£esana),  in  the  latter  case  a  limitation  (upadhi).4  With 
regard  to  Isvara  and  Isvarasaksi,  maya  takes  the  place  of  the  internal 
organ.  While  the  ultimate  consciousness  particularised  by  maya  is 
the  Isvara,  the  same  consciousness  conditioned  by  maya  is  Isvara¬ 
saksi.  Isvara  as  a  personal  centre  has  the  same  relation  to  the  world 
as  the  jiva  to  the  organism. 

The  psychology  of  erroneous  perception,  such  as  mistaking  a  piece 
of  shell  for  silver,  is  also  studied.  When  there  is  the  contact  of  the 
eye  affected  by  some  disorder,  such  as  cataract  or  the  like,  with  the 


*  **  Tattadindriyayogyavartamanavisayavacchinnacaitanyabhinnatvam, 
tattadakaravrttyavacchinnajnanasya  tattad  arhse  pratyaksatvam.”  See  also 
Vivaranaprameyasamgraha,  i.  i. 

*  Ghafaghatatvayor  vaisisfyam. 

3  It  is  said  that  in  indeterminate  perception  mere  being  exclusive  of 
all  predicates  is  apprehended.  It  is  the  summum  genus,  “  mahasamanyam 
anye  tu  sattam  "  ( Nyayamanjari ,  p.  98).  Jayanta  criticises  this  view  on 
the  ground  that  if  indeterminate  perception  gives  us  only  “  being,”  then 
particular  features  cannot  be  perceived  in  determinate  perception.  Besides, 
the  existence  of  an  object  cannot  be  perceived  apart  from  its  different 
qualities.  Na  ca  bhedarii  vina  satta  grahltum  api  sakyate  ( Nyayamanjari , 
p.  98). 

4  An  attribute  is  an  invariable  distinguishing  feature,  as  blueness  in  a  lotus. 
A  limitation  is  a  separable,  distinguishable  feature,  as  the  red  flower  standing 
in  the  vicinity  of  a  crystal  which  seems  to  be  red  owing  to  its  presence. 
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presented  object,  there  arises  a  modification  of  the  internal  organ  in 
the  form  of  this  object  and  its  glitter.  The  illusory  silver  is  presented 
to  the  cogniser  through  the  force  of  avidya  1 *  aided  by  the  residual 
traces  of  the  past  cognition  of  the  silver,  which  are  revived  by  the 
perception  of  the  quality  of  brightness  common  to  the  shell  and  the 
silver.  Silver  as  a  modification  of  avidya  resides  in  the  consciousness 
particularised  by  the  object  (idam) .  The  substratum  of  the  illusory  silver 
is  not  the  ultimate  consciousness  in  itself,  but  the  same  particularised  by 
the  object.  In  the  case  of  illusory  perception,  we  have  two  modes, 
one  of  thisness  (idam)  and  the  other  of  apparent  silver.  The  formei 
is  correct  presentation  and  the  latter  has  memory  for  one  of  its  causes. 
The  “  silver  ”  is  supposed  to  be  out  there  for  the  time  being  as 
6uktyavidyaparinama.  The  same  consciousness  unifies  the  two 
modes,  one  true  and  the  other  false,  and  so  error  arises.  Even  an 
illusory  object  is  not  simply  nothing  at  all,  else  there  were  no  illusion. 
When  we  call  an  object  illusory  we  admit  that  it  is  something,  but  call 
it  illusory  since  it  has  not  the  status  in  the  world  that  it  claims  to  have.3 * 5 
Though  even  real  silver  is  not  absolutely  real  according  to  Samkara’s 
metaphysics,  there  is  a  difference  between  the  empirically  real  silver 
and  apparent  silver.  The  perception  of  apparent  silver  is  purely 
personal.  This  apparent  silver  is  cognised  by  the  witness  self  alone, 3 
and,  like  pleasure  and  pain,  closed  to  other  selves. 4 

According  to  the  Advaita,  recognition  (pratyabhijna)  is  a  perceptual 
process  modified  by  the  residua  of  past  experiences.  The  Advaita  lays 
stress  not  only  on  the  identity  of  the  object  but  on  the  identity  of  the 
self  recognising. 

Sarhkara  distinguishes  the  empirical  world,  which  is  logically  estab¬ 
lished,  from  dreams  and  illusions. 5  The  tests  of  logical  reality  are 


1  The  author  of  Nyayamrta  asks  whether  the  avidya  operative  wheci 
we  mistake  a  rope  for  a  snake  is  also  without  beginning.  Our  particular 
errors  are  concrete  expressions  of  the  primary  avidya.  Cp.  the  distinction 

between  mula  or  primary,  and  tula  or  secondary  forms  of  avidya. 

3  On  this  view  the  production  of  silver  in  the  place  of  the  shell  is  as  real 
as  the  production  of  anything  in  the  world,  for  every  effect  subsists  in  the 
substratum  of  that  avidya  out  of  which  it  is  produced.  The  Naiyayikas 
hold  that  there  is  no  need  to  posit  the  production  of  an  apparent  silver. 
Silver  perceived  elsewhere  is  the  object  of  the  erroneous  apprehension,  and 
illusion  is  a  case  of  erroneous  judgment.  The  Advaitin  replies  that  the 
object  of  apprehension,  though  illusory,  is  immediately  present,  and  therefore 
a  piece  of  silver  perceived  elsewhere  at  a  different  time  cannot  be  the  object 
of  the  present  perception.  To  get  over  the  difficulty,  the  Naiyayika  says  that 
there  is  no  direct  sense-contact  with  the  object,  but  only  mediated  non- 
sensuous  contact  (pratyasatti).  But  if  we  admit  it,  then  even  inference  would 
cease  to  be  an  independent  pramana.  The  objection  that  if  the  illusory 
silver  is  superimposed  on  the  self,  like  pleasure  and  pain,  then  we  must  say 
“  I  am  silver,”  even  as  we  say  “  I  am  happy  or  miserable,”  is  set  aside  on 
the  ground  that  “  I  ”  and  “  silver”  cannot  be  felt  together. 

3  Kevalasaksivedya.  ^  4  Sukhadivad  ananyavedya. 

5  S.B.,  iii.  2.  i,  3. 
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the  fulfilment  of  the  conditions  of  place,  time,  cause,  and  non-contra¬ 
diction.1  The  objects  of  dream  do  not  conform  to  these  tests. 

The  dream  world,  if  it  has  any  claim  to  reality,  must  hang  together, 
even  if  it  hangs  on  nothing  ;  but  the  dream  experiences  are  contra¬ 
dicted  not  only  by  waking  ones  but  also  in  the  same  dream.  Samkara 
allows  that  dream  states  which  have  a  prophetic  significance  are 
existent,  though  their  objects  are  unreal.  So  the  dream  world  is  not 
real  in  the  same  sense  as  the  waking  one.1  Illusorily  surmised  objects 
seen  in  a  dream  continue  until  an  intuition  of  the  reality  underlying 
it  arises.  The  objection  is  put  forward  that  the  dream  objects  must 
persist  in  the  waking  condition,  since  an  intuition  of  ultimate  con¬ 
sciousness  which  is  the  only  reality  does  not  arise  in  waking  experience. 
The  Advaitin  draws  a  distinction  between  sublation  (badha)  and 
cessation  (nivrtti).  In  the  former  the  effect  is  destroyed  together  with 
its  material  cause  ;  in  the  latter  the  cause  persists,  though  the  effect 
is  nullified.  Only  an  intuition  of  reality  is  capable  of  destroying 
avidya,  which  is  the  material  cause  of  the  world  of  appearance. 
Cessation  happens  whenever  a  new  mental  mode  arises  or  some  original 
defect  disappears.  Dream  objects  disappear  on  waking,  not  because 
there  is  an  intuition  of  reality,  but  because  other  modes  arise  and  the 
defects  of  sleep  disappear.  The  knowledge  of  the  shell  removes  the 
illusion  of  silver.  Dream  consciousness  is  a  form  of  memory,  and 
therefore  essentially  different  from  perceptual  states. 3 


The  theory  of  perception  adopted  by  the  Advaita  Vedanta 
is  rather  crude  on  the  scientific  side,  though  its  metaphysical 

1  De§akalanimittasampattir  abadhas  ca. 

1  Paramarthikas  tu  nayam  sariidhyasrayah  sargo  viyadadisargavad 
(S.B.,  iii.  2.  4). 

3  S.B.,  ii.  2.  29.  It  is  held  by  later  commentators  that  £arhkara  here 
refers  to  the  view  of  another  school  (S.B.,  i.  1.  9).  See  also  iii.  2.  1-10. 
£amkara  believes  that  even  dreams  excite  joy  and  fear  in  accordance  with 
one’s  past  good  and  evil  (S.B.,  ii.  3.  18).  Regarding  the  basis  of  dream 
experience,  it  is  sometimes  said  that  the  pure  universal  consciousness 
(anavacchinnacaitanya)  is  the  basis  of  dreams,  but  on  this  view  dreams 
must  occur  even  outside  the  consciousness  associated  with  the  ego,  which 
cannot  be  admitted.  The  witnessing  soul  can  illumine  only  those  phenomena 
with  which  it  coexists.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  basis  of  dreams  is  the 
consciousness  limited  by  the  ego  (aharhkaradyavacchinnacaitanya),  then 
the  dreamer  should  perceive  dreams  as  one  with  him  or  residing  in  him. 
The  proposed  substratum  and  the  dream  perception  should  be  in  identical 
relation  (tadatmyasarhbandha),  or  the  relation  of  location  and  thing  located 
(adharadheyasambandha).  Then  the  dream  perception  should  take  the 
form  “  I  am  an  elephant  ”  or  “  I  am  possessed  of  an  elephant,”  whereas 
the  dreamer  perceives  that  he  sees  an  elephant  on  a  mountain,  and  that  it 
is  different  from  him  or  belonging  to  someone  else.  Yet  unless  the  latter 
view  is  accepted,  the  variety  of  dreams  cannot  be  accounted  for,  since  the 
universal  consciousness  is  common  to  all  egos,  and,  if  it  were  the  basis  of 
dreams,  then  the  dreams  of  all  egos  should  be  the  same. 
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insight  is  valuable.  The  whole  question  of  the  internal  organ 
and  its  modifications  which  take  the  form  of  tne  objects  is 
dealt  with  in  a  dogmatic  way.  There  is  no  reference  to  the 
place  and  significance  of  images  which,  together  with  sense- 
presentations,  constitute  the  percept.  Primitive  consciousness 
is  not  a  duality  but  one  mass  of  sentiency,  and  all  knowledge 
grows  by  dissociation  within  it.  The  merit  of  this  theory  of 
perception,  as  of  the  Samkhya,  is  its  open  admission  of  the 
impossibility  of  reducing  consciousness  to  a  mere  material 
change.  Consciousness  must  be  assumed  as  the  primal  fact, 
and  not  explained  in  terms  of  non-conscious  factors.  When 
the  Advaita  says  that  the  immediately  perceived  object  has 
no  existence  distinct  from  that  of  the  knower,  it  only  means 
that  the  substratum  which  maintains  the  object  is  not  different 
from  that  of  the  subject.1  Since  all  perceived  objects  must 
have  an  individuality,  eternal  consciousness  and  mere  negation 
are  not  objects  of  perception. 


XVI 

Inference 

Inference  is  produced  by  a  knowledge  of  invariable  concomitance 
(vyaptijnana)  which  is  its  instrumental  cause.  “  When  there  is  the 
knowledge  that  the  minor  term  possesses  the  attribute  as  in  the 
proposition  ‘  the  hill  is  smoky,’  and  also  an  awakening  of  the  mental 
impression  due  to  previous  presentative  knowledge  in  the  form  ‘  smoke 
is  invariably  accompanied  by  fire,’  there  results  the  inference  ‘  the 
hill  is  on  fire.’  ”  A  vyapti  is  defined  as  the  community  of  reference 
existing  between  the  middle  term  (hetu)  and  the  major  (sadhya),  which 
resides  in  all  the  substrata  of  the  middle  term,  i.e.  the  minor  term. 
It  is  reached  through  the  observation  of  the  concomitance  of  the 
major  and  the  middle  and  non-observation  of  non-concomitance.2 
Positive  instances  lead  to  the  generalisation  which  is  confirmed  by 
the  negative  evidence.  According  to  the  Advaita,  inference,  strictly 
speaking,  follows  only  from  the  knowledge  of  a  concomitance  expressed 
in  a  universal  affirmative  proposition  as  “  where  there  is  smoke,  there 
is  fire.”  Knowledge  of  a  concomitance  expressed  in  a  universal 
negative,  as  in  “  where  there  is  no  fire,  there  is  no  smoke,”  leads  to 

*  Pramatrsattatiriktasattakatvabhavah. 

*  Vedantaparibhasa,  ii.  Sa  ca  vyabhicarajnane  sati  sahacara  darSanena 

gfhyate. 
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arthapatti,  or  argument  by  implication.  Strictly  speaking,  there  is  no 
such  thing  as  a  mere  negative,  and  all  determinate  things  have  an 
element  of  negativity  in  them.  Exclusively  affirmative  relations 
(kevalanvayi),  where  the  middle  and  the  major  are  invariably  found 
together  in  every  minor  term,  and  never  absent  as  in  the  proposition 
“  this  is  nameable  because  it  is  knowable,"  are  not  allowed  as  major 
premises,  since  in  regard  to  them  dissimilar  instances  (vipaksa)  are 
non-existent.  Besides,  since  every  attribute  is  the  counter-entity  of 
its  own  negation,  and  all  negations  reside  in  the  ultimate  reality  of 
Brahman,  which  is  destitute  of  attributes,  there  can  be  no  such 
attribute  as  the  merely  affirmative  with  regard  to  Brahman.  Since 
Brahman  is  the  constant  ground  of  all  differences,  the  negation  of  all 
things  is  existent.  Barbara  represents  the  true  syllogistic  form.  The 
Advaitin  admits  the  distinction  between  inference  for  one’s  own  sake 
(svartha)  and  inference  for  the  sake  of  others  (parartha).  The  latter 
has  three  members,  which  may  be  either  proposition,  reason  and 
example,  or  example,  application  and  conclusion. 


XVII 

Scriptural  Testimony 

Agama  or  scriptural  testimony,  is  accepted  by  the  Advaitin 
as  an  independent  source  of  knowledge.  A  sentence  is  valid 
if  the  relation  implied  by  its  meaning  is  not  falsified  by  any 
other  means  of  knowledge.1 

Samkara  criticises  the  sphota  theory  of  words,  and  agrees  wdth 
Upavarsa  that  the  letters  only  are  the  word.  These  letters  do  not 
pass  away,  “  since  they  are  recognised  as  the  same  letters  each  time 
they  are  produced  anew.”  3  Words  denote  the  class  (jati  or  akrti) 
and  not  the  individuals  (vyakti),  which  are  infinite  in  number.  Since 
it  is  only  the  individuals  that  have  origin  and  destruction  and  not  the 
classes,  the  relation  between  the  words  and  the  classes  denoted  by 
them  is  said  to  be  relatively  eternal.  The  meaning  of  a  word  is  twofold, 
direct  (£akya)  and  implied  (laksya).  The  universals  are  admitted  by 

1  Yasya  vakyasya  tatparyavisayibhutasamsargo  manantarena  na  ba- 
dhyate  tad  vakyam  pramanam. 

*  “  The  letters  of  which  a  word  consists,  assisted  by  a  certain  order  and 
number,  have  through  traditional  use  entered  into  a  connection  with  a  definite 
sense.  At  the  time  when  they  are  employed  they  present  themselves  as 
such  to  the  understanding,  which,  after  having  apprehended  the  several 
letters  in  succession,  finally  comprehends  the  entire  aggregate,  and  they 
thus  unerringly  intimate  to  the  understanding  their  definite  sense  ”  (S.B., 
i.  3.  28). 
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Samkara,  and  are  said  to  be  unborn  while  the  individuals  are.1  The 
universals  live  below  and  behind  what  is  seen  and  felt.  They  are  the 
originals  in  heaven  of  things  on  earth.  They  represent  the  norms 
according  to  which  God  has  been  moulding  the  universe. 


The  Veda  is  eternal  wisdom,  and  contains  the  timeless  rules 
of  all  created  existence.  The  Vedas  are  of  superhuman 
origin  (apauruseya)  and  express  the  mind  of  God.2  While 
the  significance  of  the  Vedas  (vedartha)  is  eternal,  the  texts 
themselves  are  not  so,  since  they  are  re-uttered  by  Isvara 
in  each  world-age.  The  Advaitin  admits  that  the  Vedas  are 
collections  of  letters,  words  and  sentences,  and  begin  to  exist 
at  the  creation  and  cease  to  exist  at  the  universal  dissolution 
of  things,  even  as  akasa  and  other  elements  rise  and  fall  out. 
“  In  spite  of  the  constantly  repeated  interruption  of  the 
course  of  the  world,  a  necessary  determination  (niyatatvam) 
exists  in  the  beginningless  samsara.”  3  The  Vedas  are  said 
to  embody  the  ideal  form  of  the  universe,  and  since  the  latter 
is  constant,  the  Vedas  are  said  to  be  eternal.  Since  the 
successive  worlds  have  their  constant  form  (niyatakrti),  the 
authoritativeness  of  the  Vedas  is  not  impaired  at  any  successive 
world-epoch.4  The  archetypal  forms  are  not  eternal  in  the 
sense  in  which  the  ultimate  reality  is  eternal,  since  they  are 

1  Later  Advaitins  do  not  admit  the  existence  of  universals,  since  they 
are  neither  perceived  nor  inferred.  The  perception  of  the  same  form  in 
different  individuals  is  not  a  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  universals  (na 
tavat  gau  gaur  ity  abhinnakaragrahi  pratyaksam  jatau  pramanam).  To 
apprehend  the  cow  in  different  instances  is  not  indicative  of  the  existence 
of  the  universal  “  cow,"  since  the  apprehension  of  the  moon  in  different 
vessels  in  which  it  is  reflected  does  not  mean  the  reality  of  a  universal 
moon.  To  say  that  we  apprehend  the  same  nature  of  "  cow  "  in  all  indi¬ 
vidual  cows  is  not  true.  Even  if  it  be  true,  it  only  means  that  there  are 
common  qualities,  and  not  universals  in  the  realist  sense.  We  do  not 
perceive  an  individual  cow  as  possessing  the  universal  essence.  We  perceive 
the  same  configuration  or  arrangement  of  parts,  which  is  not  the  same  as 
universal  essence.  See  Tattvapradipika,  p.  303.  The  Buddhist  arguments 
against  the  reality  of  universals  are  repeated  in  Citsukhi. 

*  S.B.,  i.  1.  3.  Cp.  Plato  :  “  God’s  mind  is  the  rational  order  of  the 
universe  ”  (713,  E.  Jowett’s  version). 

3  D.S.V.,  p.  70. 

4  “  The  great  being  which,  according  to  scripture  (Brh.,  ii.  4.  10),  brought 
forth  unwearying  in  sport,  like  the  outbreathing  of  a  man,  the  Rg-Veda  and 
the  rest,  as  a  mine  of  all  knowledge,  which  is  the  basis  of  the  division  into 
gods,  animals,  men,  castes,  stages  of  life  and  the  like,  this  being  must  possess 
an  unsurpassable  omniscience  and  omnipotence  "  (S.B.,  i.  1.  3). 
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all  the  products  of  avidya.  The  origination  of  the  world 
from  the  word  (sabda)  does  not  mean  that  the  word  constitutes 
the  material  cause  of  the  world  as  Brahman  does.  Samkara 
says  :  “  While  there  exist  the  everlasting  words,  whose 

essence  is  the  power  of  denotation  in  connection  with  their 
eternal  significations  ( i.e .  the  forms  denoted),  the  creation  of 
such  individual  things  as  are  capable  of  having  those  words 
applied  to  them  is  called  the  origination  from  those  words."  1 
Isvara,  who  is  eternally  free  in  intelligence  and  volition, 
remembers  these  and  manifests  them  in  every  cycle.  Creation 
is  the  actualisation  of  the  same  words,  or  the  objective  reason, 
which  is  timeless.  The  authoritativeness  of  the  Vedas  is 
defended  on  grounds  other  than  those  urged  by  the  Nyaya 
and  the  Mimamsa  thinkers.  The  Vedas  are  eternal  and  self- 
luminous,  since  they  reveal  the  character  of  God,  whose  ideas 
they  embody.  Their  validity  is  self-evident  and  direct,  even 
as  the  light  of  the  sun  is  the  direct  means  of  our  knowledge 
of  form.2 

Smrti  or  tradition,  has  not  absolute  validity.  It  is  to  be 
accepted  when  its  teaching  conforms  to  sruti,3  which  gives  us 
knowledge  which  is  not  open  to  the  senses  or  thought. 4  Even 
sruti  cannot  supersede  science  on  the  question  of  matter  and 
its  properties.  5  It  is,  however,  the  sole  authority  on  questions 
of  virtue  and  vice  (dharma-adharma).  Regarding  the  nature 
of  reality,  inference  and  intuition  may  also  be  employed.6 


XVIII 

Refutation  of  Subjectivism 

The  relatively  enduring  framework  of  the  external  world 
is  not  expunged  from  Sarhkara’s  picture  of  reality.  He  does 
not  believe  that  the  perception  of  a  chair  or  a  table  is  the 
perception  of  a  mental  state,  for  that  would  be  to  fly  in  the 
face  of  all  evidence  and  dissolve  the  material  universe  into 

*  S.B.,  i.  3.  28. 

*  Vedasya  hy  nirapeksam  svarthe  pramanyam  raver  iva  rupavisaye. 

3  S.B.,  ii.  i.  i.  4  S.B.G.,  iii.  66. 

3  S.B.,  i.  i.  4  ;  i.  3.  7.  6  S.B.,  i.  1.  2. 
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an  unsubstantial  dream.  “We  are  compelled  to  admit 
objects  outside  our  knowledge  (upalabdhi).  For  no  one 
knows  the  column  or  a  wall  as  a  mere  form  of  knowledge, 
but  everyone  knows  the  column  and  the  wall  as  objects  of 
knowledge.  And  that  everyone  knows  this  is  shown  by  the 
fact  that  those  who  deny  outward  objects  bear  witness  to 
this  when  they  say  the  form  perceived  internally  seems  as  if 
it  were  outside.”  “  Knowledge  and  object  are  different.” 
The  variety  of  knowledge  is  determined  by  the  variety  of 
objects.  We  perceive  objects,  we  do  not  merely  contemplate 
apparitions.  The  mental  activity  of  perception  is  not  the 
explanation  of  the  object,  but  the  nature  of  the  object  is  the 
cause  of  the  mental  activity.  Mere  presence  to  an  individual 
consciousness  is  not  the  esse  of  a  thing.  Even  when  we 
perceive  pain,  it  is  not  a  mere  mental  affection.  It  is  as 
objective  and  existent  as  any  object  of  consciousness.  We 
perceive  things  as  they  are,  and  they  are  what  they  appear 
to  be.  Even  metaphysically,  as  we  shall  see,  Samkara  is 
obliged  to  posit  an  object,  for  consciousness  is  mere  knowing 
or  awareness.  It  has  no  content,  no  states.  It  is  a  pure, 
featureless  transparency.  The  colour,  the  richness,  the  move¬ 
ment  and  the  tumult  are  all  on  the  object  side.  We  dis¬ 
tinguish  between  sensing,  perceiving,  remembering,  imagining, 
reflecting,  judging,  reasoning,  believing,  because  the  objects 
of  consciousness  are  different.  Pure  consciousness  neither 
gives  nor  receives.  Even  in  erroneous  perception  there  is 
some  object.  That  is  why  for  Samkara,  as  for  Bradley, 
there  are  no  absolute  truths,  as  there  are  no  mere  errors.1 
Only,  while  true  ideas  answer  to  our  needs  and  fit  into  our 
conception  of  reality  as  a  systematic  whole,  erroneous  ideas 
refuse  to  do  so.  The  world,  seen,  felt,  tasted  and  touched,  is 
as  real  as  the  being  of  the  man  who  sees,  feels,  tastes  and 
touches.2  The  mind  with  its  categories,  on  the  one  side, 

1  “  Subject  to  a  further  explanation,  all  truth  and  all  error  on  my  view 
may  be  called  relative,  and  the  difference  between  them  in  the  end  is  one 
of  degree  ”  ( Truth  and  Reality,  p.  252).  For  Samkara’s  criticism  of  Buddhist 
subjectivism,  see  I.P.,  pp.  632-634. 

*  Commenting  on  the  Prasna  Upanisad,  £arhkara  says :  “  It  cannot  be 
said  that  there  exists  an  object,  but  it  cannot  be  known.  It  is  like  saying 
that  a  visible  object  is  seen,  but  there  is  no  eye.  Where  there  is  no  know¬ 
ledge,  there  is  no  knowable  ”  (vi.  2). 
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and  the  world  which  it  construes  through  them,  on  the  other, 
hang  together.  The  essential  correlativity  of  subject  and 
object,  which  is  the  central  truth  of  all  idealism,  is  accepted 
by  Samkara,  who  sets  aside  both  mentalism  and  realism  as 
inadequate  to  the  facts  of  experience.  Not  only  does  Samkara 
distinguish  his  position  from  that  of  subjective  idealism,  but 
he  also  emphasises  the  distinction  between  the  states  of 
waking  and  dream.  While  dream  experiences  conflict  with 
those  of  waking  life,  the  latter  are  not  sublated  in  any  other 
state  (of  empiricality).1 

While  Samkara  repudiates  the  view  that  the  things  of  the 
world  are  phantoms  of  our  creation,  he  upholds  a  metaphysical 
idealism  in  the  sense  that  even  the  objects  of  knowledge  are 
phases  of  spirit  (visayacaitanya).  The  contents  of  knowledge 
are  ultimately  irreducible  to  matter  or  motion  or  energy  or 
mind-stuff,  for  these  themselves  are  concepts  of  thought. 
Objects  have  no  existence  for  themselves,  and  if  they  are  not 
the  contents  of  my  or  your  consciousness,  they  are  the  contents 
of  the  divine  consciousness.2  To  the  divine  consciousness 
world-systems  are  present,  full  of  contents  and  selves  that 
are  aware  of  their  contents.  The  continuous  divine  percipient 
accounts  for  the  permanent  world-order.  He  is  superior  to 
the  finite  selves  and  objects  in  his  infinity  of  content  and 
complete  presence  to  himself.  He  is  the  universal  spirit 
who  creates  and  is  aware  of  the  contents  of  the  universe. 
As  we  deal  with  our  private  contents,  so  does  God  deal  with 
the  world-systems.  This  larger  world  and  the  divine  con¬ 
sciousness  for  which  it  is  are  both  contracted  into  subordinate 
centres  which  are  only  partially  free.  All  contents  are  sus¬ 
tained  by  the  divine  consciousness,  and  were  the  latter  known 
intensely  enough  it  would  be  a  veritable  sea  of  consciousness. 
When  the  individual  awakes  to  life,  breaks  down  the  con¬ 
tracting  upadhis  which  limit  his  vision,  he  will  realise  that 
the  whole  world  is  filled  with  Atman  inside  and  out,  even  as 
the  water  of  the  sea  is  filled  with  salt.  Strictly  speaking,  all 

1  Naivam  jagaritopalabdham  vastu  stambhadikam  kasyamcid  api 
avasthayam  badhyate  (S.B.,  ii.  2.  29). 

2  Even  Berkeley,  who  is  generally  charged  with  subjectivism,  postulates 
a  God  who  perceives  the  system  of  the  universe,  thus  offering  a  home  for 
all  those  ideas  which  have  no  place  in  the  minds  of  individual  thinkers. 
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contents  of  the  universe  are  spiritual  in  their  character.1 
Atman  thus  is  the  final  fact  transcending  both  the  sub¬ 
ject  apprehending  and  the  object  apprehended,  the  ultimate 
reality  outside  of  which  there  is  nothing  existent.  When 
once  we  have  the  subject-object  opposition,  the  Atman 
appears  as  the  supreme  subject  for  whom  all  that  exists 
is  the  object,  and  we  all  are  subordinate  subjects  with 
portions  of  the  object-world  belonging  to  us.  It  is  a  hopeless 
method  of  attacking  Samkara’s  theory  that  Atman  is  all  to 
say  that  the  physical  facts  and  mental  forms  stare  us  in  the 
face.  He  does  not  deny  it.  An  ultimate  metaphysical 
question  cannot  be  answered  by  an  appeal  to  empirical  facts. 

Samkara’s  theory  of  truth  is,  strictly  speaking,  a  radical 
realism.  Logical  truth  is  independent  of  psychological  pro¬ 
cesses.  Against  the  Mimarhsakas,  Sarhkara  argues  that,  while 
the  pursuit  of  the  ideal  of  truth  or  the  process  of  psychological 
valuation  may  depend  on  the  free  choice  of  the  individual,2 
the  object  of  valuation  is  independent  of  all  these. 3  We  may 
or  may  not  engage  in  the  activity  of  seeking  the  true.  This 
choice  rests  with  us  ;  but  if  we  do  take  up  the  enterprise,  the 
nature  of  truth  will  have  only  to  be  accepted  by  us. 4  Know¬ 
ledge  is  never  created  or  produced,  but  is  always  manifested 
or  revealed.  While  the  manifestation  may  be  a  temporal 
process,  what  is  manifested  is  out  of  time.  Knowledge  has 
no  history,  while  our  mental  life  has  one.  Perception  and 
inference  serve  as  vehicles  for  the  revelation  of  knowledge 
under  the  limitations  of  empirical  life. 


XIX 

The  Criterion  of  Truth 

According  to  the  Advaita,  a  mental  mode  (vrtti)  must 
have  an  object  (visaya).  The  latter  may  be  either  the  mode 
itself  or  something  else.  It  may  apprehend  an  external 
object  when  it  is  modified  in  the  form  of  the  latter  or  appre- 

1  S.B.  on  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  i.  2  Purusacittavyaparadhlna.  S.B.,  i.  2.  4. 

3  Na  vastuyathatmya j nanam  purasabuddhyapeksam. 

4  S.B.,  i.  1.  4. 
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hend  itself.1  There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  cognition  of  cognition, 
since  all  cognitions  are  self-luminous.  There  is  no  intervening 
mental  mode  between  a  cognitive  process  and  the  cognition 
of  this  latter.  There  is  direct  and  immediate  consciousness 
of  a  cognition.  In  the  apprehension  of  a  mental  mode  there 
is  a  direct  intellectual  intuition.2  Cognitions  are  said  to  be 
self-luminous  (svaprakasa)  in  the  sense  that  they  are  objects 
of  their  own  apprehension.  3  Knowledge  is  known  to  be  valid 
directly,  i.e.  by  the  same  instrument  by  which  it  is  known  as 
knowledge.  All  knowledge  is  true  knowledge. 

We  cannot  think  what  is  not  true.  If  we  can,  then  truth 
will  be  unattainable,  for  any  standard  of  truth  we  can  adopt 
will  be  unable  to  supply  the  intrinsic  deficiency  of  thought 
itself,  since  the  apprehension  of  the  standard  will  itself  be  an 
act  of  thought  and  thus  suffer  from  the  natural  uncertainty 
of  thought.  Therefore  we  must  grant  that  there  is  no  thought 
which  is  not  a  true  thought,  and  error  is  only  privation  due  to 
the  passions  and  interests  of  men  which  cloud  the  intellect. 
Even  the  acceptance  of  sruti  does  not  compromise  the  indi¬ 
vidual  and  intrinsic  character  of  truth,  for  sruti  refers  only 
to  a  kind  of  experience  (anubhava)  which  may  be  accepted 
as  provisionally  true. 

While  thus  all  knowledge  bears  immediate  witness  to  its 
own  validity,  this  self-evident  character  is  hidden  by  our 
psychological  prejudices,  and  to  know  that  empirical  know¬ 
ledge  is  free  from  flaws,  empirical  tests  like  correspondence, 
practical  efficiency  and  coherence  are  also  employed.  “  The 
question  of  the  reality  of  a  thing  does  not  depend  on  human 
notions.  It  depends  on  the  thing  itself.  To  say  of  a  post 
that  it  is  either  a  post  or  a  man  or  something  else  is  not  to 
give  its  truth.  That  it  is  a  post  is  alone  the  truth,  since  it 
answers  to  the  nature  of  the  thing.”  The  test  of  truth 


1  Svavisayavrtti.  *  Kevalasaksivedyatva. 

3  The  Bhatta  theory  that  a  cognition  which  is  itself  unperceived  can 
apprehend  an  object  is  declared  to  be  defective.  Nor  can  a  cognition  be  the 
object  of  another  cognition,  since  cognitions  are  not  of  the  nature  of  uncon¬ 
scious  objects.  This  is  also  the  view  of  Prabhakara.  Some  Buddhists 
hold  that  a  cognition  cognises  itself  and  manifests  itself.  The  Advaita 
contends  that  a  cognition  is  not  apprehended  or  manifested  by  another. 
If  a  cognition  can  make  itself  an  object  of  cognition,  then  it  can  as  well  be 
the  object  of  another  cognition. 
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regarding  things  is  their  correspondence  with  the  nature  of 
things.1  Samkara  allows  that  truth  and  error  both  have 
reference  to  objects.  But  in  the  ultimate  sense  there  is  only 
one  reality  (vastu).  Brahman,  and  no  idea  corresponds  to  it, 
and  so  all  our  judgments  are  imperfect. 

The  principle  of  non-contradiction  (abadha)  is,  in  Samkara, 
the  test  of  truth.  Knowledge  which  is  not  contradicted  is 
truth.3  The  straight  stick  appears  bent  in  the  water.  Its 
crookedness  in  water  is  as  real  to  the  eye  as  its  straightness 
to  the  touch.  Touch  corrects  the  judging  of  the  eye  and 
reveals  a  more  constant  relation.  This  definition  emphasises 
the  systematic  character  or  harmonious  nature  of  truth. 
But  can  we  succeed  in  comprehending  all  things  in  a  unity  ? 
Does  anyone  lay  claim  to  wholeness  of  knowledge  about  life 
and  the  universe  ?  We  know  little  of  the  past  and  nothing 
of  the  future,  and  the  present  is  so  immense  that  it  exceeds 
our  range  of  experience.  Whatever  undergoes  a  radical 
transformation  by  the  experience  of  something  else  is  not 
itself  or  is  not  its  own  truth.  Dream  states  are  contradicted 
by  waking  experiences,  which  latter  are  contradicted  by 
insight  into  reality  (brahmanubhava).  This  is  the  highest, 
since  there  is  no  other  knowledge  that  can  contradict  it. 3 
Let  us  be  clear  that  these  tests  are  at  best  empirical.  Highest 
knowledge,  according  to  Samkara,  is  the  immediate  witness 
of  reality  to  itself,  and  this  is  rendered  possible  by  the  fact 
that  the  knower  and  the  known  are  ultimately  one  real. 
Logical  proof  arises  only  in  the  empirical  world,  where  this 
ultimate  oneness  of  the  observer  and  the  observed  is  obscured 
by  the  clogging  psychological  hindrances  which  are  summed 
up  in  the  word  avidya.  Logical  proof  enables  us  to  break 
down  the  obstructing  veils  and  reveal  the  self-evident  character 

1  Evam  bhutavastuvisayanam  pramanyam  vastutantram  (S.B.,  i.  i.  2). 

*  Cp.  Bhamatl :  Abadhitanadhigatasamdigdhabodhajanakatvarii  hi  pra- 
manatvam  pramananam  (i.  1.  4).  See  also  Vedantaparibhasa.  Abadhitartha- 
visayajnanatvam.  “  A  cognition  is  not  valid  simply  because  it  represents 
a  thing  as  it  actually  is,  nor  is  it  invalid  because  it  represents  it  other¬ 
wise  ;  but  it  is  valid  only  when  its  object  is  such  as  is  not  subsequently 
rejected  (as  unreal),  and  it  is  invalid  when  its  object  is  thus  rejected  ; 
and  as  a  matter  of  fact  this  validity  can  belong  only  to  the  knowledge 
of  Brahman  obtained  by  means  of  the  scriptures  and  not  by  any  other 
cognitions  ”  ( Advaitasiddhi ,  i.  12). 

3  Badhakajnanantarabhavat  (S.B.,  ii.  1.  14). 
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of  truth.  Logical  rules  are  working  tools,  serving  as  negative 
checks  by  which  we  break  down  our  prejudices. 


XX 

The  Inadequacy  of  Empirical  Knowledge 

Empirical  knowledge  revels  in  the  distinctions  of  knower, 
knowledge  and  the  known,1  while  the  real  is  free  from  all 
these  distinctions.2  If  the  real  excludes  relations,  then  rela¬ 
tional  thought  is  imperfect.  It  is  avidya,  since  it  does  not 
yield  the  true  nature  of  things  (vastusvarupam).  The  real 
self,  which  is  pure  consciousness,  is  not  an  object  of  knowledge. 
The  self  can  never  be  the  subject  and  the  object  of  the  knowing 
process.  In  true  self-consciousness  the  subject  must  be  all 
out  there  in  the  object,  so  that  there  is  nothing  more  left  in 
the  subject.  In  no  state  of  mind  is  the  subject  before  itself 
as  an  object. 3  Anything  becomes  an  object  only  when  we 
think  of  it  as  having  a  place  in  space  and  time  ;  but  these 
latter,  as  well  as  the  objects  that  fall  within  them,  are  there 
only  in  relation  to  the  self  that  holds  them  together.  So  the 
universal  witness  of  all  knowledge  is  unmanifest  and  imper¬ 
ceptible.  4  The  impossibility  of  grasping  the  real  as  an  object 
of  knowledge  is  the  cause  of  the  sense  of  the  beyond  in  all 
knowledge.  While  the  process  of  knowledge  is  nothing  more 
than  a  manifestation  of  the  ultimate  reality,  it  is  impossible 
to  catch  the  real  in  a  process  of  self-consciousness.  As 
the  Atman  is  the  condition  of  time  and  space  and  all 
objectivity,  it  involves  a  hysteron-proteron  to  confine 
Atman  within  the  limits  of  its  own  offspring.  “  How  shall 
I  know  you  ?  ”  is  as  absurd  a  question  as  Crito’s  to 
Socrates,  “  How  shall  I  bury  you  ?  ”  5  Self-consciousness 

*  Avidyakalpitam  vedyaveditrvedanabhedam  (S.B.,  i.  i.  4). 

*  S.S.S.S.,  xii.  47.  See  also  Advaitamakaranda,  p.  19.  See  S.B.  od 
Gaudapada’s  Karikd,  iv.  67. 

3  See  S.B.  on  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  1. 

4  Avyaktam  anindriyagrahyam  sarvadrSyasaksitvat  (iii.  2.  23). 

5  Socrates  chaffs  Crito  for  asking  the  question  immediately  after  Crito 
had  admitted  the  validity  of  arguments  tending  to  show  that  Socrates  was 
neither  temporal  nor  spatial  and  so  could  not  be  buried. 


THE  ADVAITA  VEDANTA  OF  SAMKARA  503 


is  possible  only  with  regard  to  the  self  qualified  by  the 
internal  organ.1 

Samkara  supports  the  inadequacy  of  all  empirical  know¬ 
ledge  by  pointing  out  its  affinity  to  the  kind  of  knowledge 
possessed  by  animals.*  “For  just  as  the  animals,  when,  for 
instance,  a  sound  strikes  their  ears,  in  case  the  perception  of 
sound  is  disagreeable  to  them,  move  away  from  it,  and  in 
case  it  is  agreeable,  move  towards  it — as,  when  they  see  a 
man  with  a  stick  raised  before  them,  thinking  ‘  He  will  strike 
me/  they  try  to  escape,  and  when  they  see  one  with  a  handful 
of  fresh  grass,  approach  him — so  men  also  whose  knowledge 
is  more  developed  (vyutpannacittah),  when  they  perceive 
strong  men  of  terrible  aspect,  with  drawn  swords  in  their 
hands,  turn  away  from  them  and  turn  towards  the  contrary. 
Thus  with  reference  to  the  means  and  objects  of  knowledge, 
the  process  in  men  and  animals  is  alike.  Of  course,  in  the 
case  of  animals,  perception  and  similar  processes  go  on  without 
previous  judgment  (avivekapurvakah)  ;  but,  as  can  be  seen 
by  the  resemblance  even  in  the  case  of  developed  men 
(vyutpattimatam),  they  are  for  the  time  being  the  same/'  3 

1  Of  this  self  there  can  also  be  recognition.  While  the  recognising  agent 
is  the  self  qualified  by  the  internal  organ,  the  object  of  recognition  is  the 
empirical  self  qualified  by  the  earlier  and  the  later  temporal  experiences. 
The  difference  in  the  conditioning  adjuncts  renders  it  possible  for  the  self 
to  be  at  the  same  time  agent  and  object  of  action.  Immediate  consciousness 
vouches  for  acts  of  recognition  in  the  form  “  I  am  now  the  same  person  I 
was."  Cp.  with  this  Kant's  theory  :  “  Through  this  ‘  I  '  or  ‘  He  ’  or  *  It ' 
(the  thing)  which  thinks,  nothing  is  set  before  our  consciousness  except  a 
transcendental  subject  =  X,  which  is  known  only  through  the  thoughts 
that  are  its  predicates  (or  more  properly  which  it  attaches  as  predicates  to 
other  things),  and  of  which,  if  it  is  separated  from  other  things,  we  cannot 
have  the  smallest  conception.  In  attempting  to  grasp  it,  in  fact,  we  turn 
round  it  in  a  continual  circle,  since  we  must  always  make  use  of  it  in  order 
to  make  any  judgment  regarding  it.  Here,  therefore,  we  are  brought  into 
an  awkward  pass,  out  of  which  there  is  no  escape,  because  the  consciousness 
in  question  is  not  an  idea  which  marks  out  for  us  a  particular  object,  but 
a  form  which  attaches  to  all  ideas  in  so  far  as  they  are  referred  to  objects, 
i.e.  in  so  far  as  anything  is  thought  through  them  "  (Caird  :  Critical  Philosophy 
of  Kant,  vol.  ii,  p.  25).  Descartes  thought  that  since  it  was  possible  to 
abstract  the  subject  in  thought  and  free  it  from  all  determination,  it  existed 
as  an  object  among  objects.  A  logical  possibility  was  transformed  into  an 
actually  existent  substance. 

*  Pasvadibhi£  cavisesat  (S.B.,  Introduction).  See  D.S.V.,  p.  57  n. 

3  Cp.  Darwin  :  “  The  difference  in  mind  between  man  and  the  higher 
animals,  great  as  it  is,  is  certainly  one  of  degree  and  not  of  kind  "  (Descent 
of  Man). 
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In  all  this  Samkara  has  in  view  the  selective  nature  of  mental 
activity.  Our  practical  interests  determine  our  whole  thought 
procedure.  The  internal  organ  helps  us  to  concentrate 
consciousness  on  a  narrow  range,  like  a  bull’s-eye  lantern 
which  restricts  the  illumination  to  a  particular  spot.  We 
take  note  of  those  features  of  the  “  what  ”  of  things  which 
have  a  significance  for  our  purposes.  Even  our  general  laws 
are  established  with  a  view  to  our  plans  and  interests. 

Samkara  emphasises  the  point  that  discursive  thinking, 
however  extended,  cannot  lead  us  to  an  apprehension  of  reality. 
The  philosophical  imagination  of  Voltaire  has  conceived  of 
beings  with  nearly  a  thousand  senses,  who  could  yet  come  no 
nearer  to  the  apprehension  of  what  reality  is  than  those 
apparently  less  fortunate  creatures  who  have  only  the  five 
senses.  It  is  difficult  to  know  precisely  how  far  our  knowledge 
of  the  external  world  which  science  investigates  is  objective. 
The  more  we  reflect  on  the  matter  the  more  impossible  it  seems 
to  assert  that  the  world  known  to  us  under  the  conditions  of 
empirical  knowledge  is  the  real  in  itself.  The  man  with  five 
senses  knows  more  than  the  blind  man.  May  not  the  real 
exceed  the  empirical  conception  of  it,  even  as  the  world  known 
to  sight  exceeds  that  known  to  touch  ?  May  not  a  state 
like  that  of  brahmanubhava,  or  what  Tennyson  has  called  a 
“  last  and  largest  sense,”  enlarge  our  own  knowledge  of 
reality,  as  the  gift  of  sight  would  enlarge  that  of  a  race  of 
blind  men  ?  This  view  does  not  involve  any  scepticism  with 
regard  to  the  world  of  science  and  common  sense.  So  long  as 
we  do  not  reach  a  higher  plane  attainable  only  by  higher 
intelligences,  our  conclusions  are  quite  valid,  except  that  they 
remain  on  the  same  plane  as  their  premises. 

Samkara,  as  we  shall  see,  enforces  his  conclusion,  that  all  thought 
is  vitiated  by  a  central  flaw,  by  a  mass  of  subtle  dialectic,  which  aims 
at  showing  the  unintelligibility  of  every  concept  which  the  human  mind 
employs.  Though  we  talk  freely  about  experience,  it  is  impossible 
for  us  to  understand  the  true  relation  between  consciousness  (drk) 
and  the  objects  of  consciousness  (dr&ya).  Consciousness  must  be 
admitted  to  have  some  kind  of  connection  with  th  ■  object  which  it 
illumines.  Were  it  not  so,  there  could  be  any  kind  of  knowledge  at 
any  time  regardless  of  the  nature  of  the  objects.  The  kind  of  con¬ 
nection  between  consciousness  and  its  objects  is  neither  contact 
feariiyoga)  nor  inherence  (samavaya),  i.e.  neither  external  nor  internal. 
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Objectivity  does  not  consist  in  the  fact  that  jnatata  (knownness)  is 
produced  in  the  object  as  the  Kaumarila  holds,  for  this  effect  is  not 
admissible.  To  say  that  objects  are  those  which  are  practically  useful 
is  not  permissible,  for  there  are  many  useless  things  like  the  sky  which 
are  objects  of  consciousness.  Objectivity  cannot  mean  that  the  thing 
is  the  object  of  the  function  of  thought  (jnanakarana),  since  it  applies 
only  to  perceived  objects  and  not  those  remembered  or  inferred. 
Again,  while  in  perception  the  conscious  mode  is  moulded  after  the 
nature  of  the  object,  this  is  not  the  case  with  inferred  objects.  We  do 
not  understand  the  exact  nature  of  the  relation  between  consciousness 
and  the  objects  of  which  we  are  conscious.  Strictly  speaking,  all  the 
life  and  movement  belong  to  the  object  side,  with  which,  we  can  only 
say,  consciousness  is  compresent,  in  Alexander’s  phrase,  and  this 
compresence  is  assumed  as  intelligible,  since  subject  and  object  are 
not  opposed  to  each  other  but  fall  within  the  universal  consciousness. 

All  thought  struggles  to  know  the  real,  to  seek  the  truth, 
but,  unfortunately,  it  can  attempt  to  know  the  real  only  by 
relating  the  real  to  something  other  than  itself.  The  real  is 
neither  true  nor  false.  It  simply  is.  But  in  our  knowledge 
we  refer  this  or  that  characteristic  to  it.  All  knowledge, 
whether  perceptual  or  conceptual,  attempts  to  reveal  reality 
or  the  ultimate  spirit.1  While  perception  is  an  event  in 
time,  non-existent  both  before  it  happens  and  after,  it  is 
still  the  manifestation  of  a  reality  which  is  not  in  time,  though 
it  falls  short  of  the  real  which  it  attempts  to  manifest.  So 
far  as  inadequacy  to  the  grasp  of  the  real  is  concerned,  all 
means  of  knowledge  are  on  the  same  level.  All  judgments 
are  false  in  the  sense  that  no  predicate  which  we  can  attribute 
to  the  subject  is  adequate  to  it.  We  have  either  to  say 
Reality  is  Reality,  or  say  that  Reality  is  X,  Y  or  Z.  The 
former  is  useless  for  thought,  but  the  latter  is  what  thought 
actually  does.  It  equates  the  real  with  something  else, 
i.e.  the  non-real.  To  attribute  to  the  real  what  is  different 
from  it  is  what  Samkara  calls  adhyasa,  or  attributing  to  one 
thing  what  is  different  from  it.2  Adhyasa  is  defined  as  the 
appearance  of  a  thing  where  it  is  not. 3  When  the  light 
appears  double,  or  when  the  rope  appears  as  a  snake,  we 
have  adhyasa.  All  knowledge  of  finite  things  is  in  a  sense 
the  negation  of  pure  being,  since  objects  are  imposed  (adhyasta) 

1  Pratyaksaprama  catra  caitanyam  eva  (Vedantaparibhasa,  i). 

2  Adhyaso  nama  atasmiiiis  tadbuddliih.  S.B.,  Introduction. 

3  Smrtirupah  paratraparavabhasab. 
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on  the  one  eternal  consciousness.  The  most  striking  instance 
of  this  adhyasa  is  the  confusion  1  of  subject  with  object  where 
we  attribute  to  the  Atman  activity,  agency  and  enjoyment. 
Strictly  speaking,  there  is  nothing  different  from  the  subject, 
for  the  subject  of  reality  includes  all  that  we  can  possibly 
predicate  of  it.  What  we  attribute  to  the  subject  is  something 
less  than  the  real,  an  appearance  thereof.  “  Object  (visaya) 
and  subject  (visayin),  having  as  their  province  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  the  ‘  thou  '  (yusmat)  and  the  *  I  ’  (asmat),  are  of  a 
nature  as  opposed  as  darkness  and  light.  The  transfer  of  the 
object  which  has  as  its  province  the  ‘  thou  '  (or  the  not-self) 
and  its  qualities  to  the  pure  spiritual  subject  which  has  for 
its  province  the  idea  of  the  ‘  I  ’  (or  the  self),  and,  conversely, 
the  transfer  of  the  subject  and  its  qualities  to  the  object,  is 
logically  false.  Yet  in  mankind  this  procedure,  resting  on 
false  knowledge  (mithyajnananimitta),  of  pairing  together  the 
true  and  the  untrue  (the  subject  and  the  object)  is  natural 
(naisargika),  so  that  they  transfer  the  being  and  qualities  of 
the  one  to  the  other.”  *  Adhyasa  leading  to  avidya  is  “  the 
presupposition  of  all  practical  distinctions — made  in  ordinary 
life  and  the  Vedas — between  means  of  knowledge,  objects  of 
knowledge  (and  knowers)  and  all  spiritual  texts,  whether 
they  belong  to  karma  or  jnana.”  3  All  the  sources  of  know¬ 
ledge  are  valid  only  until  the  ultimate  truth  is  gained,^  and 
thus  have  relative  value  for  the  finite  understanding.  All  our 
knowledge  is,  strictly  speaking,  non-knowledge  (avidya),  and 

1  Atmani  kriyakarakaphaladyaropalaksanam.  Kant’s  transcendental  illu¬ 
sion,  by  which  we  apply  to  the  thinking  self  conceptions  which  it  makes  and 
applies  to  phenomena  given  under  conditions  of  space-time  and  regard  the 
thinking  self  as  a  substance  with  things  outside  it,  is  a  case  of  adhyasa. 

*  S.B.,  Introduction.  Dehadi§v  anatmasu  aham  asmlty  atmabuddhir 
avidya  (S.B.,  i.  3.  2). 

3  “  Without  the  delusion  that  '  I  ’  and  ‘  mine  ’  consist  in  the  body, 
sense-organs  and  the  like,  no  knower  can  exist ;  and  consequently  no  use 
of  the  means  of  knowledge  is  possible.  For  without  calling  in  the  aid  of  the 
sense-organs  there  can  be  no  perception  ;  but  the  action  of  the  sense-organs 
is  not  possible  without  a  resting-place  (the  body),  and  no  action  at  all  is 
possible  without  transferring  the  being  of  self  (atman)  to  the  body,  and 
without  all  this  taking  place  no  knowledge  is  possible  for  the  soul,  which 
is  independent  of  embodied  existence.  But  without  the  action  of  knowing, 
no  knowing  is  possible.  Consequently,  the  means  of  knowledge,  perception 
and  the  rest  belong  to  the  province  of  avidya  ”  S.B.,  Introduction).  See 
V.S.V.,  p.  56  n.  ;  S.S.S.S.,  xii.  85-86. 

«  S.B.,  i.  1.  4. 
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the  ascertainment  of  the  ultimate  consciousness  by  the  exclu¬ 
sion  of  all  that  is  imposed  on  it  is  vidya,  or  wisdom.1 

What  Samkara  means  by  subject  and  object,  Atman  and 
non-Atman,  is  the  transcendental  reality  and  the  empirical 
existence.  The  “  object  ”  includes  the  individual  agents, 
bodily  organs  and  material  world,  etc.  The  subject  is  the 
ultimate  consciousness 3  on  which  the  whole  object  world 
depends.  It  is  the  characteristic  of  all  objects  of  conscious¬ 
ness  that  they  cannot  reveal  themselves  apart  from  being 
manifested  as  objects  of  consciousness  through  a  mental  state 
(vrtti) .  Even  when  we  comprehend  the  nature  of  the  ultimate 
Atman  from  the  scriptural  texts,  we  do  not  comprehend  its 
true  nature.  The  true  knowledge  of  Atman  is  devoid  of  any 
form  or  mode.  3 

That  particular  application  of  adhyasa  which  inclines  us 
to  break  up  the  nature  of  the  one  absolute  consciousness  into 
a  subject-object  relation  results  from  the  very  constitution 
of  the  human  mind.  This  adhyasa,  which  gives  rise  to  the 
world  of  subjects  and  objects,  is  said  to  be  beginningless 
(anadi),  endless  (ananta),  natural  (naisargika),  possessed  of 
the  form  of  wrong  knowledge  (mithyapratyayarupah),  the 
cause  of  the  agency,  enjoyment  and  activity  of  the  individual 
souls, 4  and  patent  to  all.  5 

Samkara’s  analysis  of  erroneous  perception  gives  us  a  clue 
to  his  view  of  knowledge.  When  we  mistake  a  rope  for  a 
snake  and  judge  “  This  is  a  snake/’  we  have  two  elements  : 
the  “  this,”  or  what  is  present  to  the  senses,  and  the  “  snake,” 
which  we  attribute  to  the  "  this.”  The  latter  describes  the 
mode  or  form  in  which  we  happen  to  cognise  the  presented 
datum.  The  error  of  the  judgment  is  due  to  the  element  of 
interpretation  or  what  our  thought  superimposes  on  the  ground. 
The  “  this  ”  element,  or  what  is  actually  present  before  us, 
persists  even  after  the  disillusionment.  Sarhkara  argues  that, 
even  in  normal  perception,  we  have  the  two  elements  of  a 

i  S.B.,  i.  i.  i.  *  S.B.,  i.  i.  i. 

3  To  the  objection  that  Atman  is  not  an  object,  and  so  the  attributes 
of  other  objects  cannot  be  imposed  on  it,  3amkara  replies  that  it  is  the 
object  of  the  notion  of  self  ;  nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  object  should  be 
in  contact  with  our  sense-organs,  since  the  ignorant  attribute  dark-blue 
colour  to  akasa,  which  is  not  an  object  of  sense-perception. 

4  Kartrtvabhoktrtvapravartakal?.  5  Sarvalokapratyaksafy. 
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datum  and  an  interpretation,  and  asks,  What  is  it  that  is 
common  as  the  substratum  of  all  objects  of  our  consciousness? 
Is  there  anything  which  is  held  in  common  by  everything  we 
perceive,  normal  and  abnormal,  true  and  false?  Samkara 
answers  that  it  is  being.  Everything  we  perceive  is  perceived 
as  existent.  Whatever  be  the  nature  of  our  interpretations, 
the  substratum  persists  and  is  real.  In  the  words  of  the 
Upanisads,  it  is  like  clay  in  things  made  of  clay,  or  gold  in 
ornaments  made  of  gold.  It  endures,  however  much  the 
forms  impressed  on  it  may  change.  The  cause  of  avidya  is 
ignorance  of  the  fundamental  basis.1 

Avidya,  or  the  natural  tendency  to  adhyasa,  is  involved 
in  the  very  roots  of  our  being,  and  is  another  name  for  our 
fmitude.  The  real  is  its  own  explanation.  It  always  remains 
in  its  own  nature.  It  is  the  unreal  that  does  not  remain  in 
its  own  nature  that  calls  for  some  explanation.  When  avidya 
is  known,  our  bondage  is  broken.  Avidya  is  not  inevitable, 
though  quite  natural.  If  it  were  inevitable,  there  is  no  point 
in  asking  us  to  get  rid  of  it.  We  cannot  strive  against  the 
inevitable.  We  cannot  know  what  cannot  be  known.  It  is 
possible  for  us  to  check  the  course  of  avidya,  and  it  shows 
that  we  are  really  greater  than  our  habits. 

The  finite  consciousness,  bound  up  with  the  pramanas,  is 
limited  to  a  certain  kind  and  order  of  experience  in  which 
bodily  states  play  an  exceedingly  important  part.  Our 
intellect  is  so  made  that  it  demands  order  and  regularity  in 
things.  It  resents  accident  and  disorder.  The  world  of 
objects  is  rational  through  and  through,  and  answers  to  the 
demand  of  reason  for  law  and  order  in  all  things.  This  is 
the  faith  of  common  sense  and  science.  Samkara  does  not 
sever  thought  from  things.  The  principles  of  our  mind, 
expressing  themselves  through  the  categories  of  space,  time 
and  cause,  are  at  once  the  forms  of  combination  which  make 
up  the  nature  of  the  thinking  subject  and  also  the  forms 
that  are  to  be  met  with  in  the  realm  of  objective  fact.  The 
categories  of  intelligence  apply  to  the  things  presented  to  it. 
This  space-time-cause  world,  with  all  its  contents,  exists  for 
the  knowing  subject.  The  two  depend  on  each  other,  the 
enpirical  self  and  the  world.  This  fact  of  the  response  of 

1  Adlii§tiianavi§aya. 
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nature  to  the  demand  of  reason  proves  the  reality  of  a 
universal  mind,  which  on  the  one  hand  ensouls  nature  and 
on  the  other  is  the  cause  of  the  reason  in  us,  participating  in 
and  co-operating  with  the  universal  mind  The  reality  of  an 
ordered  world  exists  only  for  mind  and  in  terms  of  mind. 
The  world  of  an  animal  presupposes  the  mind  of  an  animal ; 
that  of  man,  the  mind  of  man.  The  whole  world  reality  in 
its  fulness  and  complexity  postulates  a  universal  and  perfect 
mind,  Isvara,  who  sustains  those  parts  of  the  universe  which 
are  unperceived  by  us.  Our  phenomenal  knowledge  suggests 
the  noumenal  as  a  necessity  of  thought,  but  not  as  something 
known  through  the  empirical  pramanas.  Being  men,  we 
think  in  a  human  fashion.  The  universal  reality  is  viewed 
as  a  central  personality  or  subject  with  the  whole  world  as 
object.  This  is  the  synthesis  arrived  at  through  logic,  but 
there  is  no  necessity  about  it.  It  is  not  an  immediate  object 
of  thought.  It  is  assumed  as  the  highest  synthesis  of  our 
experience,  and  so  long  as  other  experience  is  of  the  same 
texture,  it  will  hold.1  The  subject-object  relation  applies  to 
the  animal  world,  the  human  and  the  divine  alike.  But  these 
two  constituents  of  experience  are  relative  to  each  other  and 
subject  to  the  same  laws  of  change  and  development.  That 
fully  constructed  view  of  reality  in  which  every  element, 
subject  and  object,  mind  and  body,  present,  past  and  future, 
shall  have  fallen  into  its  proper  place,  is  not  an  object  of 
human  experience,  though  the  ideal  goal  of  all  thinking. 
But  all  knowledge,  whether  of  God  or  man,  involves  the 
subject-object  relation,  and  cannot  therefore  be  regarded  as 
the  highest.  All  determinate  knowledge  is  a  self-abnegation, 
involving,  as  it  does,  a  modalisation  of  the  ultimate  con¬ 
sciousness  into  the  subject,  mode  and  object.  Except  in 
ecstatic  intuition,  there  is  the  given  element  distinct  from 
the  cognising  subject  reaching  to  it  through  a  mode.  Thinking 
and  logic  belong  to  the  level  of  finite  life,  while  ultimate 
reality  transcends  thought.  The  real  is  present  to  itself  and 
has  therefore  no  need  to  think  itself. 


!  ii.  i.  ii. 
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XXI 

Anubhava  or  Integral  Experience 

An  object  is  established  to  be  real,  an  idea  proved  to  be 
true,  when  the  denial  of  it  brings  consequences  which  are 
recognised  as  self -contradictory  and  so  untenable.  This 
seems  to  be  the  final  test  for  fallible  intelligence.  Logically, 
there  is  no  higher  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  Atman  possible. 
To  ask  whether  the  Atman  is  real  or  not  is  to  raise  a  meaning¬ 
less  question,  for  all  life,  all  thought,  all  experience  is  the  abid¬ 
ing  though  unformulated  affirmative  answer  to  this  question. 
But  any  attempt  to  grasp  the  real  by  the  tools  of  mind  lands 
us  in  a  hopeless  maze  of  contradictions.  If  mind  is  to  avert 
this  tragic  destiny,  it  must  try  to  suppress  itself,  and  then 
the  veil  will  be  lifted.  The  dissatisfaction  which  we  feel 
with  our  logical  categories  is  a  sign  that  we  are  greater  than 
we  know,  that  we  can  pass  beyond  our  mental  confines  to  a 
region  of  truth,  though  it  is  a  mere  beyond  to  our  intellect, 
which  seeks  to  transcend  what  it  can  and  will  never  transcend. 
The  limits  which  seem  to  be  inevitable  and  impassable  for 
intellect  point  to  a  limitless  ground  in  us  higher  than  logical 
mind.  If  thought  becomes  one  with  reality,  and  the  indi¬ 
vidual  subject  shakes  off  its  individuality  and  is  lifted  up 
into  its  universal  essence,  the  goal  of  thought  is  reached, 
but  it  is  no  more  thought.  Thought  expires  in  experience. 
Knowledge  is  lifted  up  into  wisdom  when  it  knows  itself  as 
identical  with  the  known,  where  only  the  Atman  as  eternal 
knowledge  (nityajnana)  shines.1 *  This  absolute  knowledge  is 
at  the  same  time  knowledge  of  the  absolute.  The  word 
“  jnana  ”  is  rather  unfortunate  on  account  of  its  empirical 
associations.3  Integral  experience  or  anubhava,  brings  out 
the  sense  better. 

Samkara  admits  the  reality  of  an  intuitional  consciousness, 
anubhava, 3  where  the  distinctions  of  subject  and  object  are 

1  “  To  understand,  much  more  to  know,  spiritual  reality  is  to  assimilate 

it  with  ourselves  who  know  it  ”  (Gentile  :  Theory  of  Mind  as  Pure  Act,  p.  io). 

3  Madhva  declares  that  it  is  not  knowledge,  since  there  is  no  object  to 
be  known.  “  Jneyabhave  jnanasyapy  abhavad.”  Brh.  Up.,  S.B.H.,  p.  460. 

3  See  S.B.,  i.  1.  2  ;  ii.  1  4  ;  iii.  3.  32  ;  iii.  4.  15. 
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superseded  and  the  truth  of  the  supreme  self  realised.1  It  is 
the  ineffable  experience  beyond  thought  and  speech,  which 
transforms  our  whole  life  and  yields  the  certainty  of  a  divine 
presence.  It  is  the  state  of  consciousness  which  is  induced 
when  the  individual  strips  himself  of  all  finite  conditions, 
including  his  intelligence.  It  is  accompanied  by  what  Mr. 
Russell  calls  “  the  true  spirit  of  delight,  the  exaltation,  the 
sense  of  being  more  than  man."  2 * 4 *  Foretastes  of  such 
bliss  we  have  in  moments  of  selfless  contemplation  and 
aesthetic  enjoyment. 3  It  is  saksatkara  or  direct  perception, 
which  is  manifested  when  the  avidya  is  destroyed  and  the 
individual  knows  that  the  Atman  and  the  jlva  are  one.  It 
is  also  called  samyagjnana  (perfect  knowledge)  4  or  samyag- 
darsana  (perfect  intuition). 5  While  samyagjnana  insists  on 
the  reflective  preparation  necessary  for  it,  sarhyagdarsana 
points  to  the  immediacy  of  intuition,  where  the  ultimate 
reality  is  the  object  of  direct  apprehension  (Iksana)  as  well 
as  meditation  (dhyana).6 *  Sarhkara  explains  that  it  is  possible 
for  us  to  meditate  on  unreal  objects  but  not  to  experience 
them  ;  so  that  his  anubhava  is  different  from  idealised  fancy. 
The  Yogin  is  said  to  see  God  in  the  state  of  samradhana, 
which  Sarhkara  explains  as  sinking  oneself  in  pious  medita¬ 
tion.  7  Samkara  admits  arsajnana,  by  which  Indra  and 
Vamadeva  realised  identity  with  Brahman.8 9  Psychologically 
it  is  of  the  nature  of  perception, 9  since  it  is  direct  awareness 


1  See  Atmabodha,  p.  41.  *  Philosophical  Essays,  p.  73. 

3  Plotinus  says  :  “  It  is  that  union  of  which  the  union  of  earthly  lovers 
who  wish  to  bind  their  being  with  each  other  is  a  copy  ”  ( Enneads ,  vi.  7.  34). 

Cp.  Brh.  Up.,  vi.  3.  21. 

4  S.B.,  i.  2.  8.  S  S.B.,  i.  3.  13.  6  S.B.,  i.  3.  13. 

7  S.B.,  iii.  2.  24.  See  also  Katha  Up.,  iv.  1.  To  the  objection  whether 
such  an  act  of  meditation  does  not  involve  a  distinction  between  the  subject 

and  object  of  meditation,  Samkara  answers  :  “As  light,  ether,  the  sun, 

and  so  on  appear  differentiated,  as  it  were,  through  their  objects,  such  as 
fingers,  vessels,  water,  and  so  on,  which  constitute  the  limiting  adjuncts, 
while  in  reality  they  preserve  their  essential  non-differentiatedness,  so  the 
distinction  of  different  selves  is  due  to  limiting  adjuncts  only,  while  the 
unity  of  all  selves  is  natural  and  original  ”  (S.B.,  iii.  2.  25). 

8  It  is  explained  in  Ratnaprabhd  as  “  the  spontaneous  intuition  of  truth 
rendered  possible  through  the  hearing,  etc.,  acquired  in  former  existences.” 
Janmantarakrtasravanadina  asmin  janmani,  svatassiddham,  darsanam  arsam 
(i.  1.  30).  See  S.B.  on  Tait.  Up.,  i.  10. 

9  S.B.,  i.  4.  14. 
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of  reality ;  only  the  latter  is  not  of  the  nature  of  an  existent 
in  space  and  time.  Anubhava  is  not  consciousness  of  this  or 
that  thing,  but  it  is  to  know  and  see  in  oneself  the  being  of 
all  beings,  the  Ground  and  the  Abyss.  As  direct  experience 
or  anubhava,  in  the  Nyaya  sense  of  the  word,  is  the  sole 
means  of  knowledge  of  the  external  world,  anubhava  of  non¬ 
dual  existence  is  the  innermost  experience  on  which  whatever 
we  know  and  believe  of  the  supersensual  world  depends. 
The  object  of  intuition  is  not  a  private  fancy  or  a  subjective 
abstraction  in  the  mind  of  the  knower.  It  is  a  real  object,1 
which  is  unaffected  by  our  apprehension  or  non-apprehension 
of  it,  though  its  reality  is  of  a  higher  kind  than  that  of 
particular  objects  of  space  and  time  which  are  involved  in  a 
perpetual  flux  and  cannot  therefore  be  regarded  strictly  as 
real.2  The  subtleties  of  the  schools  are  all  silenced  before 
the  protest  of  the  soul  that  it  has  seen  reality.  “  How  can 
one  contest  the  fact  of  another  possessing  the  knowledge  of 
Brahman,  though  still  in  the  body,  vouched  as  it  is  by  his 
heart’s  conviction  ?  ”  3  All  faith  and  devotion,  all  study  and 
meditation,  are  intended  to  train  us  for  this  experience.4 
Intuition  of  self,  however,  comes  only  to  a  mind  prepared  for 
it.  It  does  not  come  out  of  the  blue.  It  is  the  noblest 
blossoming  of  man’s  reason.  It  is  not  a  mere  fancy  which 
refuses  to  make  an  appeal  to  man’s  intelligence.  What  is 
true  is  true  for  every  intelligence  that  can  apprehend  it. 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  private  truth,  any  more  than  a 
private  sun  or  a  private  science.  Truth  has  an  intrinsic  and 
universal  character,  which  depends  on  no  individual,  not  even 
on  God.  The  process  of  apprehending  reality  may  be  private  or 
singular,  but  not  the  object  apprehended.  The  real  cannot  be 
real  now  and  then,  here  and  there,  but  always  and  everywhere. 

Kant  spoke  of  an  intellectual  intuition  to  indicate  the 

1  Anubhava  vasanatvad  bhutavastuvisayatvac  ca  (S.B.,  i.  i.  2). 

*  Cp.with  this,  Plato’s  realism,  where  reason  discloses  the  world  of  reality 
lifted  altogether  out  of  space  and  time,  “  a  reality  colourless,  formless  and 
intangible  .  .  .  visible  to  the  mind  alone  who  is  lord  of  the  soul”  (Phaedrus). 
While  Plato  recognises  a  plurality  of  essences,  Samkara  has  only  one  essence. 

3  Katham  hy  ekasya,  svahrdayapratyayam  brahmavedanam,  deha- 
dharanam  caparena  pratiksepturii  Sakyate  ?  (iv.  1.  15,  S.B.). 

4  S.B.,  ii.  1.  6.  Anubhavavasanam  brahmavij nanam  (D.S.V.,  p.  89  n.). 
Anubhavarudham  eva  ca  vidyaphalam  (iii.  4.  15).  The  fruit  of  knowledge 
is  manifest  to  intuition  (S.B.G.,  ii.  21  ;  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  4.  19}, 
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mode  of  consciousness  by  which  a  knowledge  of  things  in 
themselves  might  be  obtained  in  a  non-logical  way.  According 
to  Fichte,  intellectual  intuition  enables  us  to  get  at  self- 
consciousness,  which  is  the  basis  of  all  knowledge  in  his 
philosophy.  Schelling  employs  the  same  term  to  denote  the 
consciousness  of  the  absolute,  the  identity  between  subject 
and  object.  But,  according  to  Samkara,  the  object  of  intuition 
is  not  the  many  things  in  themselves  of  Kant,  or  the  self  of 
Fichte,  or  the  neutruum  of  Schelling,  but  the  Atman  or  the 
universal  consciousness.  As  for  Plotinus,  so  for  Samkara,  the 
absolute  is  not  presented  as  an  object,  but  in  an  immediate  con¬ 
tact  which  is  above  knowledge. 1  Since  the  intuitional  knowledge 
is  not  contradicted  by  anything  else,  it  is  the  highest  truth.3 

Anubhava  is  not  the  immediacy  of  an  uninterpreted 
sensation,  where  the  existence  and  the  content  of  what  is 
apprehended  are  not  separated.  It  has  kinship  with  artistic 
insight  rather  than  animal  perception.  It  is  immediacy  which 
is  higher  and  not  lower  than  mediate  reflective  knowledge. 
The  real  is,  no  doubt,  problematic  from  the  point  of  view  of 
demonstrable  knowledge,  and  our  ideas  of  God,  freedom  and 
immortality  are  only  names  and  symbols  of  the  deepest  of 
human  values,  which  we  may  strive  after  but  never  attain  until 
we  transcend  the  never-ending  struggle  of  mind  with  its  anti¬ 
nomies.  Anubhava  and  adhyasa,  intuition  and  intellect,  point 
to  a  fissure  between  the  infinite  reality  and  the  finite  mind. 

Samkara  admits  that,  while  this  anubhava  is  open  to  all, 
few  attain  to  it. 3  But  the  important  point  is,  that  it  is  open 
to  all.  Reality  is  there,  objective,  ever-present,  waiting  to 
be  seen  by  the  individual  minds  that  can  seize  it.  Apparently 

1  Enneads,  vi.  9.  4. 

2  Badhakajnanantarabhavac  ca  (S.B.,  ii.  1.  14).  In  the  Satasloki  it  is 

said  :  “  Scripture  speaks  of  the  knowledge  of  Brahman  as  twofold,  viz. 

experience  relating  to  oneself  (svanubhuti)  and  conclusive  certainty  (upa- 
patti).  The  former  arises  in  relation  to  the  body  (dehanubandhat),  while 
the  latter  arises  with  reference  to  the  universe  (sarvatmakatvat) .  First 
arises  the  experience  that  ‘  I  am  Brahman  ’  (brahmaham  asmlty  anubhava) , 
and  then  that  ‘  All  this  is  Brahman  ’  (khalv  idam  brahma).” 

3  Cp.  Dean  Inge  :  “  Complete  knowledge  is  the  complete  unity  of  the 
knower  and  known,  for  we  can  in  the  last  resort  only  know  ourselves.  The 
process  of  divine  knowledge  therefore  consists  in  calling  into  activity  a 
faculty  which,  as  Plotinus  says,  all  possess  but  few  use,  the  gift  which  the 
Cambridge  Platonists  called  the  seed  of  the  deiform  nature  in  the  human 
soul”  ( Outspoken  Essays,  Second  Series,  p.  14). 
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Samkara  has  no  sympathy  with  the  view  that  the  real  reveals 
itself  to  a  few  elect  souls  in  moments  of  illumination  through 
doubtful  dreams  and  mystic  voices.  A  God  who  reveals 
himself  to  some  and  not  to  others  is  a  fiction  of  pious  imagina¬ 
tion.  Insight  or  spiritual  experience  is,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
confined  to  some  individuals,  though  it  is  a  universal  possession, 
while  reason  is  common  to  the  greater  mass  of  thinking 
humanity.  While  some  powers  are  well  developed  in  all 
men,  others  are  not  equally  developed.  In  the  present  state 
of  evolution,  anubhava  may  be  subjective  and  its  evidence 
worthy  of  credence  only  when  it  is  in  conformity  with  the 
dictates  of  reason. 


XXII 

Intuition  (Anubhava),  Intellect  (Tarka),  and  Scripture 

(Sruti) 

While  intuitional  experience  carries  with  it  the  highest 
degree  of  certitude,  it  has  only  a  low  degree  of  conceptual 
clearness.  This  is  why  interpretation  is  necessary,  and  these 
interpretations  are  fallible  and  so  require  endless  revision. 
Sruti  attempts  to  say  things  which  are  not  fully  to  be 
said.  Men  of  vidya,  or  vision,  say  what  language  and  logic 
were  not  invented  to  say.  Those  who  have  had  no  direct 
insight  into  reality  are  obliged  to  take  on  trust  the  Vedic 
views  which  record  the  highest  experiences  of  some  of  the 
greatest  minds  who  have  wrestled  with  this  problem  of 
apprehending  reality.  For  the  ordinary  man  the  central 
truth  of  the  ultimate  consciousness  is  essentially  revealed, 
and  not  ascertained  by  any  human  evidence  like  that  of 
perception  or  inference.  These  latter  give  us  strong  sugges¬ 
tions  of  the  beyond,  but  not  positive  proofs.  Sarhkara  admits 
that  truth  has  to  be  investigated,1  and  himself  adopts  the 
principle  of  non-contradiction  in  criticising  rival  systems. 
His  objection  to  the  other  philosophical  conceptions,  notably 
those  of  Buddhism,  is  not  so  much  that  they  are  open  to 
criticism,  but  that  they  have  not  realised  the  inadequacy  of 
the  dialectical  method.  He  holds  that  the  Vedic  testimony 

1  Satyam  vijijnasitavyam  (S.B.,  i.  3  .  8). 
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is  superior  to  the  evidence  of  the  senses  or  the  conclusions 
of  reason,  though,  of  course,  it  is  useless  in  the  regions  open 
to  perception  and  inference.  A  hundred  texts  cannot  make 
fire  cold.1  It  is  the  aim  of  the  Scriptures  to  impart  such 
knowledge  as  cannot  be  reached  through  the  ordinary 
means.2 

It  is  the  purpose  of  the  Vedas  to  teach  the  oneness  of  the 
Atman. 3  Samkara  says  that  this  investigation  of  the  Vedanta 
is  not  the  cause  of  our  freedom  from  avidya,  for  all  investiga¬ 
tion  as  well  as  all  knowledge,  involving  as  it  does  the  duality 
of  subject  and  object,  is  a  hindrance  to  the  recognition  of 
Brahman.  It  helps  us  to  unmask  folly  rather  than  achieve 
wisdom. 4  To  remove  avidya  is  to  realise  the  truth  even  as 
the  realisation  of  the  rope  means  the  removal  of  the  mis¬ 
conception  of  the  snake. 5  No  additional  instrument  or  fresh 
act  of  knowledge  is  necessary  to  realise  the  truth.6  "  Know¬ 
ledge  does  not  wait  even  for  the  moment  immediately  next 
the  annihilation  of  duality,  for  if  it  did  there  would  be  an 
infinite  regress,  and  duality  will  never  be  annihilated.  The 
two  are  simultaneous.”  7  We  reach  the  real  when  the  wrong 
view  is  cleared  up.8  If  the  question  is  asked  as  to  how  we 
are  helped  out  of  avidya  to  vidya — an  illegitimate  question, 
since,  when  error  is  destroyed,  truth,  which  is  self-sufficient, 
is  revealed — no  better  answer  than  assigning  it  to  the  grace 
of  God  is  possible. 9  The  pure  soul  is  like  a  blind  man  whose 
lost  sight  is  restored  as  by  the  grace  of  God. 

1  Jnanam  tu  pramanaj  any  am  yathabhutavisayaih  ca.  Na  tanniyoga- 
§atenapi  karayiturii  sakyate,  na  ca  pratisedhasatenapi  varayiturii  sakyate 
(S.B.,  iii.  2.  21  ;  S.B.G.,  xviii.  66). 

3  Pratyaksadipramananupalabdhe  hy  visaye  Srutih  pramanyam  na 
pratyaksadivisaye  (S.B.G.,  xviii.  66).  Ajnatajnapanam  hy  sastram. 

3  Atmaikatvavidyapratipattaye  sarve  vedanta  arabhyante  (S.B.,  Intro¬ 
duction). 

4  Avidyakalpitabhedanivrtti  (S.B.,  i.  i.  4).  See  S.B.G.,  ii.  18.  Cp. 

Plotinus  :  “  God  is  neither  to  be  expressed  in  speech  nor  in  written  discourse  ; 
but  we  speak  and  write  in  order  to  direct  the  soul  to  him  and  to  stimulate 
it  to  rise  from  thought  to  vision,  like  one  who  points  the  upward  road  which 
they  who  would  behold  him  have  to  traverse.  Our  teaching  reaches  so  far 
only  as  to  indicate  the  way  in  which  they  should  go,  but  the  vision  itself 
must  be  their  own  achievement  "  ( Enneads ,  vi.  9.  4  ;  Caird  :  Greek  Theology, 
vol.  ii,  p.  237).  5  S.B.  on  Mand.  Up.,  ii.  7. 

6  ibid.  7  Ibid.  8  Atmaiva  ajnanahanih. 

9  S.B.,  ii.  3.  41.  See  Kafha  Up.,  ii.  22.  Deussen  has  this  in  view  when 
he  charges  ^amkara  with  theological  bias.  See  D.S.V.,  pp.  86-87. 

17* 
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To  accept  sruti  is  to  accept  the  witness  of  the  saints  and 
sages.  To  ignore  sruti  is  to  ignore  the  most  vital  part  of 
the  experience  of  the  human  race.  In  matters  of  physical 
science  we  accept  what  the  greatest  investigators  in  those 
departments  declare  for  truth  ;  in  music  we  attend  to  what 
the  accredited  great  composers  have  written,  and  endeavour 
thereby  to  improve  our  natural  appreciation  of  musical 
beauty.  In  matters  of  religious  truth  we  should  listen  with 
respect  to  what  the  great  religious  geniuses,  who  strove  by 
faith  and  devotion  to  attain  their  spiritual  eminence,  have 
given  out.  There  is  no  use  of  pitting  against  the  last  the 
opinion  of  the  first.  “  Mere  reflection  must  not  be  quoted 
against  a  matter  which  is  to  be  known  by  sacred  tradition  ; 
for  reflections  which,  without  basis  in  traditions,  rest  only 
on  the  speculation  (utpreksa)  of  men  are  untenable,  since 
such  speculation  is  unbridled.”  1  If  we  depend  on  thought, 
we  have  to  doubt  the  world,  doubt  our  being,  doubt  the  future, 
and  end  our  life  in  doubt.  But  since  we  must  either  react 
on  our  environment  or  be  destroyed  by  it,  the  force  of  the 
life  within  drives  us  irresistibly  to  faith.  There  are  spiritual 
impulses  which  refuse  to  be  set  aside  at  the  bidding  of  logic. 
No  one  can  live  on  negatiom  Sarhkara’s  philosophical  under¬ 
taking  is  intended  to  disillusion  us  with  systematic  philosophy 
and  make  out  that  logic  by  itself  leads  to  scepticism.  We 
assume  that  the  world  is  a  rational  one  and  a  righteous  one. 
We  believe  in  the  wholeness  of  the  world  without  any 
acquaintance  with  its  significant  details.  We  call  it  an 
assumption,  since  we  cannot  hope  to  discover  the  eternal 
©rder  underlying  the  apparent  disorder.  By  accepting  the 
reality  of  a  divine  mind,  Isvara,  our  lives  gain  in  richness 
and  security.*  Besides,  truth  3  must  be  identical, 4  uncon- 
tradictable,5  and  universally  accepted;  but  the  results  of 

1  S.B.,  ii.  i.  ii.  That  is  why  opinions  of  even  such  recognised  thinkers 
like  Kapila  and  Kanada  often  contradict  each  other.  Cp.  Kumarila  :  “  A 
thing  inferred  with  ever  so  great  a  care  by  logicians,  however  expert,  is  quite 
otherwise  explained  by  other  and  greater  experts.” 

»  “  Neither  by  direct  knowledge  nor  by  inference  can  men  have  any 
Idea  as  to  their  relation  with  another  birth  or  as  to  the  existence  of  the  self 
after  death.  Hence  the  need  for  the  revelation  of  the  scriptures  ”  (S.B.  on 
Brh.  Up.,  Introduction). 

3  Samyagjnana.  4  Ekarupam. 

S  Puru§anam  vipratipattir  anupapanna. 
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reflection  are  not  so  accepted.  But  “  the  Veda  as  a  source 
of  knowledge  is  eternal,  its  subject  stands  fast,  the  full  know¬ 
ledge  of  it  formed  thereform  cannot  be  turned  aside  by  all 
the  speculations  of  the  past,  present  and  future/'  Mere 
reasoning  is  a  formal  process.  The  conclusions  at  which  it 
arrives  depend  on  the  premises  with  which  it  starts,  and 
Samkara  insists  that  the  religious  experience  as  recorded  in 
the  scriptures  ought  to  be  the  basis  for  reason  in  the  matter 
of  the  philosophy  of  religion.  By  tarka,  Samkara  means 
reason  that  has  not  been  restrained  by  the  lessons  of  history. 
Such  individualistic  reasoning  cannot  lead  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  truth  on  account  of  the  endless  diversity  in  the  power 
of  apprehension.1  The  sruti  embodies  the  truths  of  spirit 
which  have  satisfied  the  spiritual  instincts  of  a  large  portion 
of  humanity.  It  contains  the  traditional  convictions  of  the 
race  which  embody  not  so  much  thought  as  the  life  of  spirit, 
and  for  those  of  us  who  do  not  share  the  life  these  recorded 
experiences  are  of  great  value.2 3 * 5 

Samkara  recognises  the  need  of  reason  for  testing  scriptural 
views.  Wherever  he  has  an  opportunity,  he  tries  to  confirm 
scriptural  statements  by  rational  argument.  3  Reasoning 
(tarka),  which  works  as  an  auxiliary  of  intuition  (anubhava), 
is  commended  by  him. 4  Reason  with  him  is  a  critical  weapon 
against  untested  assumptions  and  a  creative  principle  which 
selects  and  emphasises  the  facts  of  truth. 5  “  Even  those 

destitute  of  the  power  of  judgment  do  not  attach  themselves 
to  particular  traditions  without  any  reason/’6 

Anubhava  is  the  vital  spiritual  experience  which  can  be 

1  Kasyacit  kvacit  paksapate  sati  purusamativairupyena  tattvavyava- 
sthanaprasangat  (S.B.,  ii.  i.  i). 

2  S.B.,  ii.  i.  ii  ;  ii.  3.  1  ;  i.  1.  2. 

3  See  S.B.  on  Gaudapada’s  Karika,  iii.  27.  In  commenting  on  iii.  1  of 

Gaudapada’s  Karika,  Samkara  says  :  "  It  is  asked  whether  the  Advaita 

is  to  be  taken  as  proved  only  on  the  evidence  of  sruti  and  whether  reason 
cannot  possibly  demonstrate  it,  and  this  chapter  shows  how  the  Advaita 
can  be  demonstrated  by  reason.”  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  the  relation 
of  reason  to  revelation  in  £amkara’s  philosophy,  see  two  articles  by  Mr.  V. 
Subrahmanya  Aiyar  in  Sanskrit  Research  for  July  1915,  and  Indian  Philo¬ 
sophical  Review  for  April  1918,  and  Mr.  S.  Suryanarayanan’s  paper  on 
“Critical  Idealism  and  the  Advaita  Vedanta”  in  the  Mysore  University 
Magazine  for  November  1919. 

♦  S.B.,  ii.  1.6;  ii.  1.  11. 

5  S.B.,  ii.  1.  4,  37  ;  ti.  2.  41  ;  ii.  4.  12. 


6  S.B.,  ii.  1.  1. 
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communicated  only  through  the  language  jof  imagination,  and 
6ruti  is  the  written  code  embodying  it  Without  the  back¬ 
ground  of  the  experience  the  statement  of  the  sruti  is  mere 
sound  without  sense.1'  Texts  which  contain  censure  or  praise 
(arthavada)  and  which  have  not  any  independent  import  help 
to  strengthen  injunctions  (vidhivakyas) ,  and  they  are  not 
superior  to  perception.  The  texts  which  describe  the  nature 
of  reality  are  authoritative.2  Sruti,  of  course,  has  to  conform 
to  experience  and  cannot  override  it.  Vacaspati  says  :  “A 
thousand  scriptures  cannot  make  a  jar  into  a  cloth.”3  So 
also  in  religious  discussions  scriptural  statements  have  to 
conform  to  the  intuited  facts.  The  highest  evidence  is  per¬ 
ception,  whether  it  is  spiritual  or  sensuous,  and  is  capable  of 
being  experienced  by  us  on  compliance  with  certain  conditions. 
The  authoritativeness  of  the  sruti  is  derived  from  the  fact 
that  it  is  but  the  expression  of  experience,  and  since  experience 
is  of  a  self-certifying  character,  the  Vedas  are  said  to  be  their 
own  proof,  requiring  no  support  from  elsewhere.4  The  Vedas, 
therefore,  contain  truths  which  man  could  by  the  exercise  of 
his  own  faculties  discover,  though  it  is  to  our  advantage 
that  they  are  revealed,  seeing  that  not  all  men  have  the 
courage,  time  and  equipment  to  face  such  an  enterprise. 


XXIII 

Higher  Wisdom  and  Lower  Knowledge 

Para  vidya  is  absolute  truth.  Its  content  is  the  oneness 
of  Atman  and  the  sole  reality  thereof.  If  by  means  of  the 
logical  resources  we  try  to  describe  the  ultimate  reality,  we 

1  Mere  sruti  is  not  superior  to  the  evidence  of  perception,  but  §ruti  which 
has  a  definite  import.  Tatparyavatl  srutih  pratyaksad  balavati,  na  sruti- 
matram  ( Bhamati ).  S.L.S. 

*  The  author  of  Vivarana  disputes  this  view  of  Bhamati  on  the  ground 
that  the  existence  of  independent  import  is  not  a  safe  criterion,  and  sruti 
as  such  is  superior  to  the  testimony  of  other  means  of  knowledge  on  account 
of  its  infallibility  (nirdosatvat)  and  its  nature  as  the  final  court  of  appeal 
for  the  ascertainment  of  truth  (paratvac  ca). 

3  Na  hy  agamah  sahasram  api  ghafam  patayitum  Isate  {Bhamati,  Intro* 
duction). 

4  Pramanyam  nirapeksam. 


THE  AD  V  AIT  A  VEDANTA  OF  SANKARA  510 


have  perforce  to  employ  myth  and  symbol.  The  Vedas  give 
us  the  highest  logical  approximation  to  the  truth.  Empirical 
truth,  or  apara  vidya,  is  not  absolutely  untrue.  It  is  truth 
seen  from  the  standpoint  of  the  empirical  consciousness.1 
The  world  extended  in  space  and  time  and  causality  is  not 
final,  but  is  relative  to  the  degree  of  our  enlightenment.  It 
is  due  to  our  partial  vision,  and  to  the  extent  to  which  our 
vision  is  partial  its  object  is  abstract.  The  higher  monistic 
and  the  lower  pluralistic  views  cannot  be  true  in  the  same 
sense.  Samkara  cuts  the  Gordian  knot  by  attributing  the 
latter  to  a  fall  from  the  higher. 

Lower  knowledge  is  not  illusory  or  deceptive,  but  is  only 
relative.  If  not,  Samkara’s  elaborate  and  even  passionate 
discussion  of  the  lower  knowledge  will  border  on  the  grotesque. 
He  admits  that  the  lower  knowledge  leads  us  eventually  to 
the  higher  wisdom.  “  This  scriptural  account  of  creation 
admitted  by  avidya  .  .  .  has,  for  its  highest  aim,  the  teachings 
that  Brahman  is  the  true  self.  This  must  not  be  forgotten/' 2 
Transcendental  absolutism  becomes  when  it  passes  through 
the  mill  of  man’s  mind  an  empirical  theism,  which  is  true 
until  true  knowledge  arises,  even  as  dream  states  are  true 
until  awakening  occurs.  3 

Avidya,  or  finite  thought,  bears  its  witness  to  the  real 
which  transcends  thought.  It  leads  us  to  the  conclusion 
that  its  truth  is  relative  and  that  it  cannot  directly  grasp 
the  nature  of  reality.4  While  the  ordinary  mystic  strives  to 

1  Cp.  Deussen  :  “  Strictly  viewed,  this  apara  vidya  is  nothing  but  meta¬ 
physics  in  an  empiric  dress,  i.e.  vidya  as  it  appears  considered  from  the 
standpoint  of  avidya,  the  realism  innate  in  us  "  (D.S.V.,  p.  ioo). 

*  D.S.V.,  p.  106.  3  S.B.,  ii.  i.  14. 

4  Cp.  Dr.  McTaggart :  “  A  mysticism  which  ignores  the  claims  of  the 
understanding  would  no  doubt  be  doomed.  None  ever  went  about  to  break 
logic,  but  in  the  end  logic  broke  him.  But  there  is  a  mysticism  which  starts 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  understanding  and  only  departs  from  it  in  so 
far  as  that  standpoint  shows  itself  not  to  be  ultimate,  but  to  postulate 
something  beyond  itself.  To  transcend  the  lower  is  not  to  ignore  it  ” 
[Hegelian  Cosmology,  p.  292).  Spinoza  draws  a  distinction  between  Ratio 
and  Scientia  Intuitiva.  He  believes  in  three  kinds  of  knowledge  :  (1)  That 
due  to  imagination  which  gives  mere  opinion.  To  it  belong  all  inadequate 
and  confused  ideas.  It  is  also  the  source  of  erroneous  knowledge.  (2)  Reason 
which  gives  us  common  notions  and  the  knowledge  of  science,  which  tries 
to  “  understand  the  agreements,  differences  and  contrasts  of  things  ” 
[Ethics,  vol.  ii,  p.  29,  Scholium).  While  Imagination  accounts  for  the  content 
of  the  average  uninstructed  man's  thinking,  Reason  is  responsible  for  the 
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rise  above  differences  and  lose  himself  and  the  object  of  his 
quest  in  a  cloud  of  unknowing,  Samkara  presents  to  us  certain 
philosophical  difficulties,  and  tells  us  that  these  indicate  the 
possibility  of  a  superior  insight  to  which  all  that  is  divine  and 
dark  to  intellect  is  radiant.  The  Vedas,  which  are  regarded 
as  authoritative,  contain,  according  to  Samkara,  both  higher 
wisdom  and  lower  knowledge.  They  give  descriptions  of  the  one 
non-dual  Brahman  and  the  unreality  of  the  pluralistic  universe. 

We  have,  in  Samkara’s  philosophy,  three  kinds  of  existence : 
(i)  paramarthika,  or  ultimate  reality  ;  (2)  vyavaharika,  or  empirical 
existence  ;  and  (3)  pratibhasika,  or  illusory  existence.  Brahman  is  of 
the  first  kind,  the  world  of  space-time-cause  of  the  second,  while  imagined 
objects,  like  silver  in  the  shell,  are  of  the  third  kind.1  Illusory  exist¬ 
ence  has  no  universality  about  it.  It  arises  on  occasions.  It  has  not 
any  practical  efficiency.  The  erroneous  notion  of  apparent  existence 
ceases  when  its  substratum  of  experience  is  perceived  ;  the  mistake 
in  respect  to  empirical  existence  ceases  when  its  substratum  of  Brahman 
is  realised.  The  empirical  world  possesses  a  higher  degree  of  truth 
than  the  world  of  fiction  and  dreams.  It  is  the  world  of  souls,  their 
environment  and  their  Lord,  but  strictly  speaking  it  is  rooted  in  the 
one  Brahman.*  Let  it  be  clearly  understood  that  the  empirical  self 
and  the  empirical  world  are  both  of  the  same  rank  of  reality.  The 
external  world  is  not  an  illusion  due  to  the  projection  of  tin  ideas  of 
the  empirical  ego.  There  is  an  external  world  in  space  independent 
of  the  empirical  self  and  its  ideas.  These  two  empirical  spheres  of 
selves  and  things  stand  in  a  causal  relation  to  each  other.  What  we 
as  empirical  egos  find  in  the  world,  we  ourselves  as  transcendental 
subjects  have  placed  there. 


systematic  knowledge  of  the  man  of  science.  (3)  Intuition  involves  the 
exercise  of  philosophic  genius,  artistic  insight  and  creation.  Its  object  is 
individual.  However,  Samkara  reminds  us  most  among  European  thinkers 
of  Plato.  Both  were  great  spiritual  realists  who  synthesised  the  main 
tendencies  of  the  past  in  their  own  thoughts.  Both  distinguished  knowledge 
into  two  kinds,  higher  and  lower,  the  former  referring  to  the  ultimate  truth 
or  the  ideal  good,  the  latter  to  the  world  of  shadows.  Admitting  that  reality 
lies  far  behind  the  surface  appearances,  both  tell  us  that  it  can  be  grasped 
by  a  complete  withdrawal  of  the  soul  into  its  own  self.  Both  believe  in 
intuition  which  gives  us  the  transcendent  vision  of  reality. 

1  Vedantaparibhasa.  In  some  later  Advaita  treatises  this  distinction  is 
applied  to  the  jiva  also.  In  the  Drgdriyaviveka,  it  is  said  that  the  impersonal 
consciousness  limited  by  the  adjuncts  is  the  real  self  ;  when  it  assigns  to 
itself  agency  and  activity  and  is  limited  by  the  senses  and  the  antahkarana, 
it  is  the  empirical  self  ;  the  apparent  jiva  believes  that  its  dream  body  and 
consciousness  all  belong  to  it  (S.L.S.,  i). 

*  Cp.  Anandagiri  on  S.B.  on  Mandukya  Up.  Brahmany  eva  jivo  jagad 
iSvaras  ceti  sarvam  kalpanikam  sambhavati. 
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XXIV 

Samkara’s  Theory  and  Some  Western  Views  Compared 

Samkara’s  theory  of  knowledge  is  often  compared  with 
that  of  Kant.1  While  there  are  striking  similarities,  there  are 
far-reaching  differences.  Like  Kant,  Samkara  formulates  the 
problem  of  the  possibility  of  knowledge — even  knowledge  of 
self — and  puts  it  in  the  forefront  of  philosophical  inquiry. 
Both  of  them  look  upon  the  world  of  experience  as  phenomenal, 
and  trace  the  root  of  this  limitation  to  the  structure  of  the 
human  mind.  By  an  examination  of  man’s  cognitive  mechan¬ 
ism,  Kant  arrives  at  the  conclusion  that  it  is  impossible  for 
man  to  have  a  knowledge  of  transcendent  objects,  for  whatever 
becomes  an  object  of  knowledge  is  enveloped  in  the  forms  of 
space,  time  and  the  categories  of  the  understanding,  the  chief 
of  which  is  causality.  The  being  of  reality  is  not  apprehended 
by  us  ;  what  we  grasp  is  an  apprearance  thereof.  According 
to  Samkara,  it  is  some  monstrous  deformity  of  our  vision 
that  makes  us  see  what  is  really  one  as  if  it  were  many 
Paradoxically  enough,  our  logical  activity  forces  on  us  a 
phenomenal  world  which  for  ever  insinuates  itself  between  us 
and  the  reality.  Both  Samkara  and  Kant  attempt  to  solve 
the  question  of  the  conditions  of  knowledge  by  the  critical 
rather  than  the  empirical  method.  Samkara  avoided  the  error 
of  Kant,  who  sought  not  so  much  the  logical  implications  of 
experience  as  the  a  priori  conditions  of  experience,  and  thus 
asserted  the  reality  of  an  extra-empirical  world  of  things  in 
themselves.  Samkara’s  object  was  to  discover  the  immanent 
principle  within  experience,  and  not  a  world  beyond  it.  Both, 
however,  agree  that  if  the  logical  intellect  sets  itself  up  as 
constitutive  of  reality,  it  forfeits  its  title  to  truth  and  becomes, 
as  Kant  says,  a  faculty  of  illusion.  Samkara  and  Kant 
repudiate  mentalism.  As  against  Descartes,  who  distinguishes 
between  our  knowledge  of  our  own  existence,  which  is  imme¬ 
diate  and  indubitable,  and  that  of  external  objects,  which  is 

1  The  mystic  idealism  of  Plotinus  is  said  to  owe  much  of  its  content 
to  Indian  thought.  We  know  that  Plotinus  accompanied  the  Emperor 
Gordian  in  his  campaign  in  the  East,  and  he  may  have  then  come  into 
contact  with  the  representatives  of  Indian  idealism. 
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only  inferential  and  problematic,  Kant  contends  that  our 
knowledge  of  the  external  world  is  quite  as  direct  and  certain 
as  our  knowledge  of  self.  He  repudiates  Berkeleyan  sub¬ 
jectivism  in  the  famous  section  on  the  “  Refutation  of  Idealism  ” 
in  the  second  edition  of  the  Critique  of  Pure  Reason .  “  The 

simple  but  empirically  determined  consciousness  of  my  own 
existence  proves  the  existence  of  external  objects  in  space.” 
But  if  by  real  we  understand  that  which  is  thought  of  as 
existing  independent  of  consciousness  and  out  of  all  relation 
to  any  knowledge,  then,  according  to  Samkara,  neither  the 
empirical  self  as  we  are  acquainted  with  it  nor  the  external 
world  as  it  is  known  to  us  is  real ;  and  Kant  says  that  all 
objects  of  experience  are  phenomena  and  not  noumena.1  If, 
on  the  other  hand,  we  mean  by  the  real,  dependable  matter 
of  experience,  then  both  the  empirical  self  and  the  external 
world  are  real,  and  the  two  stand  on  the  same  footing.  The 
finite  self  and  the  world  are  real  or  unreal  according  to  the 
meaning  assigned  to  reality.  While  Kant  believes  in  a 
plurality  of  things  in  themselves,  Samkara  declares  that 
there  is  only  one  fundamental  reality.  In  this  matter  Samkara 
is  certainly  more  philosophical  than  Kant,  who  illegitimately 
imports  the  distinctions  of  the  world  into  the  region  of  things- 
in-themselves. 

Samkara  does  not  draw  a  hard-and-fast  line  of  distinction 
between  sense  and  understanding,  as  Kant  does,  nor  does 
he  believe  that  the  principles  of  our  intelligence  have  no 
power  to  represent  concrete  fact.  According  to  Kant,  the 
rhapsody  of  perceptions  which  is  not  knowledge  is  what  is 
given  to  us  ;  what  we  make  of  it  by  means  of  our  categories, 
which  add  necessity  and  universality  from  outside,  is  know¬ 
ledge.  In  Samkara,  there  is  no  contrast  between  the  mental 
construction  and  the  presented  fact.  The  two  are  adapted 
to  each  other.  This  is  also  the  difference  between  Samkara 
and  Bradley.  Samkara  would  not  say  that  in  actual  feeling 
we  have  the  “  that/'  and  that  thought  rests  on  the  vicious 
abstraction  of  separating  the  “  what  ”  from  the  “  that/’  the 
result  being  that  we  are  unable  to  recapture  the  “  that  ” 
through  mere  ideal  representation.  Nor  would  Samkara 
endorse  the  objection  of  Aristotle  against  Plato,  that  if  the 

*  See  Kant's  Prolegomena.  See  13,  Remark  II. 
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sensible  is  not  the  intelligible,  then  ideas  cannot  help  us  to 
understand  the  sensible  world.  The  sensible,  for  Samkara,  is 
less  than  the  intelligible,  and  the  latter  helps  us  to  comprehend 
the  former,  though  he  believes  that  even  the  intelligible  falls 
short  of  the  real.  He  distinguishes  the  real  from  the  sensible 
as  well  as  the  intelligible,  and  holds  that  the  latter  is  a  greater 
approximation  to  reality  than  the  former. 

Sometimes  Sarhkara’s  theory  is  compared  with  that  of 
M.  Bergson,  which  argues  that  there  has  been  a  growth  of 
consciousness  in  man.  The  upward  ascent  from  the  amoeba 
has  been  a  long  one.  Many  kinds  of  awareness  or  conscious¬ 
ness  implicit  in  those  beings  have  been  suppressed  in  the 
development  of  man.  We  have  paid  an  enormous  price  for 
being  what  we  are.  While  our  logical  minds  are  useful  for 
practical  purposes,  it  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
whole  of  us  is  exhausted  by  what  we  are  now.  Even  in  this 
world  we  come  across  men  of  genius  or  insight,  in  whom  the 
slumbering  powers  are  stirred  to  life.  Samkara  would  not 
agree  with  Bergson’s  view  that  the  intellect  breaks  up  the 
flow  of  life,  that  the  unending  dynamic  process  is  reduced  by 
intellect  to  a  static  or  geometrical  presentation.  Intellect  not 
only  dissects  reality,  but  attempts  to  reconstitute  it.  It  is 
both  analytic  and  synthetic  in  its  functions.  Thought  dis¬ 
places  contingency  by  law.  It  does  not  merely  sunder  reality 
into  parts,  but  holds  these  in  the  bonds  of  unity  by  means  of 
space,  time  and  causality.  To  the  concrete  life  of  experience 
our  intellects  are  quite  adequate.  Nay,  they  are  made  for 
each  other,  practically  the  parallel  manifestations  of  one 
process.  If  Samkara  regards  intellect  as  not  the  highest 
mode  of  man’s  consciousness,  it  is  because  the  completed 
world  of  intellect  still  leaves  us  with  a  riddle.  The  completed 
world  of  logic  is  not  the  complete  world  of  life  and  experience. 
That  is  why  Samkara  does  not  regard  it  as  final.  For  him 
it  is  not  only  mathematics  that  is  abstract,  but  all  knowledge 
— history,  art,  moral  theory,  and  religion  too  ;  for  all  these 
assume  the  dualistic  standpoint.  Samkara  does  not  condemn 
the  intellect  on  the  ground  that  it  employs  analysis  and 
abstraction.  He  accepts  its  concreteness  and  yet  finds  it  to 
be  unsatisfactory.  When  we  pass  from  the  simple  elements 
to  complex  categories  and  arrive  logically  at  the  conception 
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of  a  supreme  personality  (Isvara),  whose  life  is  expressed  in 
the  universe,  Samkara  feels  that  our  logic  has  grown  in  con¬ 
creteness.  The  triumph  of  thought  is  the  triumph  of  the 
concrete,  but  the  most  concrete  thought  is  abstract  in  the 
sense  that  it  is  incapable  of  apprehending  reality  as  it  is. 
The  higher  we  think  the  better  we  know  ;  yet  even,  the  highest 
thought  is  not  complete  truth.  In  pressing  forward  and 
upward  in  the  quest  of  reality  with  the  aid  of  intelligence, 
we  reach  a  reality  seemingly  full,  rich  and  profound,  that  of 
Isvara,  the  only  way  in  which  Brahman  can  be  envisaged  at 
the  level  of  finite  thought.  But  Isvara  is  not  the  highest 
Brahman,  since  the  unity  of  God  is  not  an  intelligible  one. 

Among  Western  thinkers  Bradley  comes  nearest  to 
Samkara,  though  there  are  fundamental  differences  between 
the  two.  In  the  first  part  of  his  Appearance  and  Reality 
Bradley  develops  the  doctrine  of  the  limitations  of  human 
knowledge  by  an  acute  and  penetrating  criticism  of  the 
distinction  of  primary  and  secondary  qualities,  substance  and 
attribute,  qualities  and  relations.  It  is  his  considered  con¬ 
viction  that  thought  can  never  do  justice  to  reality.  By 
sundering  the  “  what  ”  and  the  “  that/’  it  is  incapable  of 
reaching  the  goal,  i.e.  recapturing  the  secret  of  reality. 
According  to  Bradley,  when  we  have,  say,  the  sensation  of 
blue  colour,  we  have  a  that  which  is  actually  present  and  a 
what,  or  the  peculiar  quality  by  which  it  is  distinguished.  In 
immediate  apprehension  we  are  not  conscious  of  the  dis¬ 
tinction  between  the  two  aspects.  It  is  a  “  this-what,"  a 
process-content  where  the  distinction  of  the  "  this  ”  from  the 
“  what  ”  does  not  enter  into  consciousness.  In  judgment  we 
distinguish  the  two,  the  predicate  from  the  subject,  and 
attribute  the  former  to  the  latter.  This  is  true  of  all  judg¬ 
ments.  Life  or  reality  is  feeling  in  which  the  “  that  ”  and 
the  “  what  ”  are  inseparable,  while  logical  reflection  is  always 
abstract  in  the  sense  that  its  very  essence  lies  in  the  mental 
separation  of  the  content  from  the  process.  Samkara  does  not 
regard  the  separation  of  the  that  from  the  what  as  the  essential 
defect  of  logic  in  the  sense  in  which  Bradley  takes  it  ;  nor 
does  he  say  that  the  reality  which  constitutes  the  subject  of 
judgment  is  presented  to  us  in  the  feeling  fact  itself.  Granting 
that  in  knowledge  the  idea  is  not  the  psychical  image,  but  an 


THE  ADVAITA  VEDANTA  OP  SANKARA  525 


ideal  content,  granting  also  that  the  ideal  content  is  referred 
in  the  judgment  to  the  real  world,  Samkara  would  say  that 
the  real  which  the  ideal  content  tends  to  characterise  is  not 
the  feeling  experience  of  a  private  individual  but  the  inde¬ 
pendent  reality.  Knowledge  attempts  to  characterise  by 
objective  qualities,  not  any  feeling  or  any  extension  of  it,  but 
the  permanent  reality  out  there,  whatever  may  happen  to  me 
or  my  feeling.  So  long  as  we  are  investigating  the  nature  of 
a  private  experience,  we  are  engaged  in  a  psychological  quest 
and  not  a  logical  endeavour.  The  ambiguity  due  to  Bradley’s 
use  of  the  word  “  feeling  ”  is  absent  in  Samkara.  He  would, 
however,  admit  that  the  true  subject  of  all  judgment  is  reality 
as  it  is,  and  the  predicate  is  a  quality  which  we  attribute 
to  it,  though  it  falls  short  of  it.  In  this  way  subject  and 
predicate  correspond  to  reality  and  appearance.  “  In  every 
judgment  the  genuine  subject  is  reality,  which  goes  beyond 
the  predicate  and  of  which  the  predicate  is  an  adjective.” 
Until  the  “  what  ”  coincides  with  the  “  that,”  we  have  not 
truth  ;  when  it  coincides  we  have  not  thought.  As  Bradley 
says  :  “If  you  predicate  what  is  different,  you  ascribe  to  the 
subject  what  it  is  not ;  and  if  you  predicate  what  is  not 
different,  you  say  nothing  at  all”  So  long  as  we  think,  the 
predicate  is  less  than  the  subject,  the  appearance  less  than 
reality.  All  judgment,  according  to  Samkara,  is  invalid,  not 
because  it  separates  the  “  that  ”  from  the  “  what,”  but 
because  the  predicate  is  other  than  the  subject  which  is  the 
reality.  Without  difference  there  is  no  thought ;  with 
difference  there  is  no  reality.  Bradley  believes  that  the  real 
is  the  harmonious,  and  truth  must  therefore  be  a  harmony. 
Self-completeness  and  consistency  are  the  marks  of  reality. 
Samkara  adopts  these  in  the  evaluation  of  possible  predicates. 
Space,  time  and  cause,  etc.,  are  neither  self-complete  nor 
consistent.  They  are  self-discrepant  and  stretch  beyond 
themselves.  From  the  stricter  point  of  view  of  Samkara, 
even  harmonious  truth  is  not  reality.  We  cannot  say  that 
reality  is  a  harmony,  for  the  latter  means  a  number  of  parts 
interrelated  in  a  whole.  This  distinction  of  parts  and  whole 
•s  an  empirical  one,  which  we  are  attributing  to  the  tran¬ 
scendental  reality.  Truth,  as  harmony,  requires  us  to  postulate 
an  absolute  experience  of  Hvara,  which  includes  all  finite 
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subjects  and  all  finite  objects  in  a  systematic  unity.  Samkara 
holds  that  as  the  unity  we  assume  is  an  unintelligible  one, 
it  has  also  the  mark  of  appearance  or  unreality.  Bradley  is 
clear  on  this  point.  In  all  our  thought  the  “  that  ”  and  the 
“  what  ”  fall  out  and  are  at  strife.  To  restore  the  unity  is 
an  impossibility.  Logic  piously  assumes  that  all  aspects  of 
the  world  belong  to  one  whole,  that  the  discrepancies  are 
apparent,  and  that  the  predicates  are  all  one  with  the  subject, 
appearances  one  with  reality.  Bradley  assumes  that  in  the 
world  of  logic  there  is  nothing  so  imperfect  that  it  cannot  be 
taken  into  reality  with  sufficient  modification.  But  he  does 
not  clearly  tell  us  what  the  extent  of  the  modification  is. 
When  he  says  that  no  judgment  can  possibly  be  true  so  long 
as  the  subject  of  judgment  is  reality,  he  is  perfectly  logical, 
and  Samkara  would  endorse  his  view.  Bradley  observes : 
“  The  conclusion  to  which  I  am  brought  is  that  a  relational 
way  of  thought — anyone  that  moves  by  the  machinery  of 
terms  and  relations — must  give  appearance  and  not  truth. 
It  is  a  makeshift,  a  device,  a  mere  practical  compromise, 
most  necessary,  but  in  the  end  most  indefensible.”  From  this 
it  follows  that  even  the  representation  of  reality  as  a  harmony 
is  a  “  device,  a  practical  compromise  most  necessary,  but  in 
the  end  most  indefensible.”  For  Samkara,  as  for  Bradley, 
the  weakness  of  logic  is  in  its  assumption  of  the  distinction 
between  the  knower  and  the  known.  All  duality  is  mental.1 

The  logic  of  Samkara  has  in  it  elements  of  both  agnosti¬ 
cism  and  mysticism.  The  absolute  is  the  unattainable  goal 
towards  which  the  finite  intellect  strives,  and  when  it  reaches 
its  consummation  thought  ceases  to  be  what  it  is  in  our 
empirical  life,  and  passes  into  a  higher  and  more  direct  form 
of  apprehension  in  which  it  and  its  object  can  no  longer  be 
distinguished.  Logical  dialectic  helps  us  to  overcome  the 
errors  into  which  thought  of  necessity  falls.  The  incon¬ 
sistencies  and  the  incompleteness  in  which  Samkara’s  theory 
of  knowledge  is  content  to  remain  are  not  due  to  any  defects 
in  his  reasoning,  but  are  the  inevitable  imperfections  of  a 
philosophy  which  tries  to  go  to  the  depth  of  things.  For 
him  knowledge  is  so  vital  and  error  so  fatal  that  he  will  not 
admit  anything  as  true  unless  it  stands  the  scrutiny  of  logic. 

1  Dvaitam  sarvam  manas. 
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XXV 

The  Objective  Approach  :  Space,  Time  and  Cause 

Dissatisfaction  with  the  first  view  of  things  is  the  mother 
of  all  metaphysics.  While  common  sense  accepts  the  surface 
phenomena  as  real,  reflection  asks  whether  the  first  view  is 
to  be  regarded  as  the  final  one.  To  discriminate  the  real 
from  the  unreal,  the  eternal  from  the  transitory,  is  the  chief 
function  of  philosophy.  At  a  time  when  the  problem  of  religion 
was  formulated  in  terms  of  the  question  whether  God  exists, 
Samkara  said  that  the  chief  problem  related  to  the  real  as 
opposed  to  the  existent.  That  which  does  not  exist  may  be 
real,  while  that  which  does  may  not  be  so  ;  for  the  real  it  is 
impossible  to  exist.  This  distinction  is  the  justification  of 
metaphysics  as  distinct  from  physics,  and  pervades  all  philo¬ 
sophical  thinking,  Eastern  as  well  as  Western.  The  “  matter  ” 
of  the  Milesians,  the  “  elements  ”  of  Empedocles  and  Anaxa¬ 
goras,  the  “  numbers  ”  of  Pythagoras,  the  "  atoms  ”  of 
Leucippus  and  Democritus,  the  “  ideas  ”  of  Plato,  and  the 
“  entelechies  ”  of  Aristotle,  represent  the  results  of  the  search 
for  the  real  behind  the  appearances.  The  Middle  Ages  were 
busy  with  the  problem  of  essence  versus  existence.  Descartes 
and  Spinoza  were  obsessed  by  it.  Wolff  and  Kant  changed 
the  terms  and  opposed  the  noumenon  to  the  phenomenon. 
Hegel  distinguished  being  from  existence.  Modern  scientists 
consider  that  the  things  we  perceive  are  phenomena  of  the 
real,  which  is  electric  energy.  Though  there  are  far-reaching 
differences  among  these  thinkers,  the  persistent  common 
element  is  the  distinction  of  reality  into  a  true  self-existent 
and  an  apparent  derived  one. 

For  Samkara,  philosophy  is  an  exposition  of  the  eternal 
nature  of  reality  or  the  innermost  essence  of  the  world.  It  is 
Brahmavidya.  For  him  the  existent  is  not  the  real.  The 
happening  of  an  event  is  one  thing  ;  the  attribution  of  value 
to  it  another.  The  fact  that  we  perceive  a  thing  does  not 
mean  that  it  is  true.  If  all  that  occurs  or  that  we  per¬ 
ceive  were  true,  then  there  could  not  be  a  false  experience. 
Even  deceptive  dreams  are  events  of  an  inner  life.  As  mere 
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happenings,  all  experiences  are  on  the  same  level,  are  neither 
true  nor  false.1  Logic  regards  those  things  as  true  which  are 
open  to  the  observation  of  every  intelligence,  and  those  as 
false  which  are  purely  private.  Samkara  takes  up  the  central 
principles  of  experience,  and  declares  that  whatever  is  bound 
by  space,  time  and  cause  cannot  be  real.  Our  experience  has 
space  for  its  general  form,  but  the  real  is  non-spatial  and 
indivisible.  For  whatever  is  spatial  is  divisible,  and  the 
latter  is  always  a  produced  effect  and  not  a  reality  which  is 
unproduced  and  indivisible  and  therefore  non-spatial.2 3 4  The 
universality  (vibhutva)  of  space  is  only  relative.  Whatever 
is  limited  in  space  is  limited  in  time  also. 3  Time  has  an 
inherent  tendency  to  pass  beyond  itself,  though  it  can  never 
do  so.  It  is  real  in  the  world  of  experience. 4  Within  the 
world  of  experience  time  has  universal  scope.  But  the 
unending  duration  of  the  world  is  not  self-sufficient.  The 
temporal  is  not  the  real. 

Since  causality  is  the  central  category  of  experience, 
Samkara  subjects  it  to  a  penetrating  criticism  intended  to 
show  the  thoroughly  unsatisfactory  nature  of  the  concept. 
That  events  are  interconnected  in  a  system  is  the  assumption 
of  common  sense  and  science. 

Samkara  criticises  the  Nyaya-Vai£esika  view  that  the  effect  is 
something  not  contained  in  the  cause.  He  argues  that  the  effect 
must  exist  before  its  manifestation  as  the  cause;  for  where  a  thing 
is  not  already  present,  it  cannot  arise.  Oil  cannot  be  pressed  out  of 
sand.  If  the  effect  were  not  prefigured  in  the  cause,  no  amount  of 
activity  could  bring  it  forth  from  the  cause.  All  that  the  agent  does 
is  to  transform  the  cause  into  the  form  of  the  effect.  If  the  effect 
were  not  in  existence  before  its  manifestation,  then  the  activity  of  the 
agent  respecting  it  would  be  without  an  object.  If  we  regard  the 

1  Cp.  Bradley  :  “  That  I  find  something  in  existence,  in  the  world  or  in 
myself,  shows  that  this  something  exists,  and  it  cannot  show  more.  .  .  . 
The  given,  of  course,  is  given  ;  it  must  be  recognised  and  it  cannot  be 
ignored.  But  between  recognising  a  datum  and  receiving  blindly  its  content 
as  reality  is  a  very  wide  interval”  ( Appearance  and  Reality,  pp.  206-207). 

1  See  S.B.,  ii.  3.  7. 

3  Yad  dhi  loka  iyattaparicchinnam  vastu  ghatadi  tad  antavad  dr§tair 
(S.B.,  ii.  2.  41). 

4  Some  of  the  Puranas  regard  time  as  eternal,  Prakrtihi  purusas  caiva 
nityau  kalas  ca  sattama  ( Visiiu  Parana)  ;  but,  as  Vidyaranya  observes,  the 
viewpoint  of  the  Puranas  is  that  of  the  empirical  world.  Puranasyavidya 
dr§tifc. 
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effect  as  an  extension  beyond  itself  of  the  cause  which  is  inherent  in 
it,  then  it  means  that  the  effect  is  there  already  and  is  not  freshly 
brought  out.  To  the  objection  that  if  the  effect  exists  in  the  cause, 
the  activity  of  the  causal  agent  is  purposeless,  Samkara  says  in  reply 
that  the  activity  of  the  agent  “  may  be  looked  upon  as  having  a 
purpose  in  so  far  as  it  arranges  the  causal  substance  in  the  form  of 
the  effect."  Cause  and  effect  are  continuous,  i.e.  there  is  no  lapse 
of  time  in  which  the  cause  persists  unchanged.  For  if  the  cause  could 
persist  like  this  for  some  time  unchanged  and  then  suddenly  change, 
there  must  be  a  reason  for  this  sudden  change  which  we  do  not  know. 
The  cause,  therefore,  is  said  to  change  continuously  into  the  effect. 
If  causation  is  continuous,  then  cause  and  effect  are  not  two  distinct 
things,  and  we  cannot  speak  of  one  becoming  the  other.  It  is  said 
that  the  cause  has  in  it  a  certain  reaching  forth  1  (ati^aya)  towards 
the  effect,  a  power  by  which  it  brings  the  effect  into  manifestation. 
Samkara  says  :  “  If  by  atisaya  you  understand  the  antecedent  condition 
of  the  effect,  you  abandon  the  doctrine  that  the  effect  does  not  exist 
in  the  cause.  If  by  it  you  mean  a  certain  power  of  the  cause  assumed 
with  the  object  of  accounting  for  the  fact,  that  only  one  determined 
effect  springs  from  the  cause,  you  must  admit  that  the  power  can 
determine  the  particular  effect  only  if  it  is  neither  other  (than  cause  and 
effect)  nor  non-existent ;  for  if  it  were  either,  it  would  not  be  different 
from  anything  else  which  is  either  non-existent  or  other  than  cause 
and  effect  (and  then  it  will  not  be  able  to  produce  the  particular  effect). 
It  follows  that  that  power  is  identical  with  the  self  of  the  cause  and 
the  effect  is  identical  with  the  self  of  that  power."  Again,  the  cause 
does  not  merely  precede  the  effect  but  makes  it  occur.  Unless  the 
cause  persists  in  the  effect,  the  latter  cannot  be  perceived.  Clay  con¬ 
tinues  in  the  vessel  and  the  threads  in  the  cloth.  Cause  and  effect 
are  not  two  different  things  which  can  be  seen  independent  of  each 
other  like  horse  and  cow.  The  difference  between  the  effect  before 
manifestation  and  after  is  a  relative  one.  The  cause  and  the  effect 
represent  two  phases  of  one  thing  and  are  really  of  one  nature.3  It 
is  said  that  two  things  cannot  be  of  the  same  nature,  when  their  forms 
are  altered  by  manifestation  and  dissolution.  Samkara  says  that  this 
contention  is  absurd.  “  Manifestation,  like  the  springing  of  plants 
from  seeds,  is  only  a  becoming  visible  of  what  was  already  existent, 
conditioned  by  the  accumulation  of  like  particles  ;  and  in  the  same 
way  dissolution  is  a  becoming  invisible,  caused  by  the  disappearance 
of  these  same  particles.  If  we  were  to  recognise  a  transition  from 
non-existence  to  existence  in  them  and  from  existence  to  non-existence, 
then  the  embryo  would  be  other  than  the  subsequently  born  man,  the 
youth  would  be  other  than  the  greybeard  he  becomes,  and  the  father 
of  the  one  would  not  be  the  father  of  the  other."  3  A  thing  is  not 
changed  by  a  change  in  outward  appearance.  Devadatta  is  the  same 


*  S.B.,  it  i.  18. 

s  S.B.,  ii.  i.  18  ;  D.S.V.,  pp.  258-259. 


*  S.B.,  ii.  1.  17# 
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whether  he  opens  his  arms  or  folds  them.  “  Substances  themselves 
persist,  e.g.  milk  through  its  existence  as  sour  milk,  etc.  They  take 
the  name  of  effect,  and  we  cannot  think  of  the  effect  as  different  from 
the  cause  even  if  we  tried  for  a  hundred  years.  As  it  is  the  original 
cause  which,  up  to  the  last  effect,  appears  in  the  form  of  this  or  that 
effect  like  an  actor  in  all  possible  parts,  it  is  thereby  logically  proved 
that  the  effect  exists  before  its  manifestation  and  is  identical  with  the 
cause.”  1  Samkara  illustrates  his  view  by  the  example  of  the  cloth, 
and  argues  that  so  long  as  the  cloth  is  rolled  up,  we  cannot  see  whether 
it  is  a  cloth  or  something  else,  and  even  if  it  be  seen  its  length  and 
breadth  are  unknown,  and  when  it  is  unrolled  we  see  what  it  is  as  well 
as  its  length  and  breadth.  Since  the  rolled  up  and  the  unrolled  cloths 
are  not  different,  so  are  cause  and  effect  not  different.3  A  substance 
does  not  forfeit  its  nature  and  become  another  substance  by  appearing 
under  a  different  aspect.  All  change  is  change  of  and  in  something. 
A  mere  succession  of  disconnected  contents  held  together  by  no 
common  nature  is  no  change  at  all.  All  that  happens  is  a  change  of 
form.  The  continuity  of  the  substance  of  milk  in  the  curds,  of  the 
seed  in  the  tree,  is  to  be  allowed  whether  it  is  visible  as  in  the  former 
instance  or  invisible  as  in  the  latter  case.  It  may  even  be  said  that 
the  cause  is  the  only  reality  and  the  effects  are  mere  appearances. s 
Samkara  adopts  the  theory  that  cause  and  effect  are  not  different. 4 
He  reduces  the  transitions  from  causes  to  effects,  which  underlie  the 
entire  dynamic  evolution  of  reality  to  a  static  relation  of  sequence 
characteristic  of  certain  types  of  logical  and  theoretic  connection. 5 

Causal  explanation  cannot  be  complete.  There  is  an 
indefinite  number  of  terms  before  and  after  any  given  member 
of  the  series.  Every  event  points  back  to  the  conditions  out 
of  which  it  has  arisen.  To  say  that  A  is  the  cause  of  B  is 
not  to  explain  B.6  To  postulate  a  first  cause  is  arbitrary, 
since  it  would  be  to  assume  a  beginning  for  the  causal  series, 
a  beginning  for  time.  Either  the  first  cause  has  a  previous 
cause  or  else  the  whole  causal  scheme  is  illogical.  But  if 
there  is  no  first  cause,  the  causal  explanation  is  inadequate. 
We  are  obliged  to  break  up  the  continuity  of  nature  into 
past,  present  and  future.  What  comes  to  us  as  an  unbroken 

1  S.B.,  ii.  i.  18.  _  1  S.B.,  ii.  i.  ig.  3  Ibid. 

4  Karyakaranabheda,  or  tadatmya,  or  ananyatva.  See  S.B.,  ii.  i.  14; 
i.  4.  14  ;  and  Gaudapada’s  Kdrikd,  iii.  15.  Suresvara’s  Varttika,  p.  258. 

5  Some  scientists  of  the  present  day  dispense  with  dynamic  concepts 
like  force  and  energy,  and  are  content  with  descriptive  formulas  devoid  of 
any  implication  of  ultimate  causal  explanation. 

6  Cp.  Campbell :  “  The  use  of  the  causal  relation  in  a  law  is  a  confession 
of  incomplete  knowledge  ”  ( Physics .  The  Elements,  p.  67). 
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stream  is  made  into  a  discontinuous  series.  We  begin  with 
one  event  A,  followed  by  another  B,  between  which  we  try 
to  institute  a  causal  connection.  At  best  the  category  of 
causality  can  explain  phenomena  only  so  long  as  we  look 
upon  them  as  completely  determined  by  their  relations  to 
each  other,  without  reference  to  the  ultimate  principle  which 
is  not  itself  one  of  the  phenomena  determined.  To  this  is 
to  be  added  that  causality  is  a  relation  and  all  relations  are 
ultimately  unintelligible.  If  the  causal  rule  were  ultimate, 
then  the  causal  chain  could  not  be  abruptly  snapped  at  any 
stage.  But  the  scriptures  assure  us  that  we  can  get  out  of 
its  sway.1 

Gaudapada’s  arguments 2  are  approved  by  Samkara. 
Since  cause  and  effect  are  identical,  change  and  causation  are 
only  appearances.  Since  cause  is  rooted  in  the  very  organisa¬ 
tion  of  our  intellect,  we  are  obliged  to  use  the  causal  category 
of  the  determination  of  events  by  antecedent  ones.  “  The 
reason  for  assuming  the  non-difference  of  cause  and  effect  is 

1  Samkara  raises  the  question  as  to  how  the  effect,  which  is  a  substance 
consisting  of  parts,  is  said  to  abide  in  its  cause,  i.e.  the  material  parts  of 
which  it  consists.  Does  it  abide  in  all  the  parts  taken  together  or  in  each 
particular  part  ?  “  If  you  say  that  it  abides  in  all  the  parts  together,  it 

follows  that  the  whole  as  such  cannot  be  perceived,  since  it  is  impossible 
that  all  the  parts  should  be  in  contact  with  the  organs  of  perception.  .  .  . 
Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  whole  is  apprehended  through  some  of  the  parts 
only,  since  manyness,  which  abides  in  all  its  substrates  together,  is  not 
apprehended  so  long  as  only  some  of  these  substrates  are  apprehended. 
If  it  is  assumed  that  the  whole  abides  in  all  the  parts  by  the  mediation  of 
intervening  aggregates  of  parts,  then  we  should  have  to  assume  other  parts 
in  addition  to  the  primary  originative  parts  of  the  whole  in  order  that,  by 
means  of  those  other  parts,  the  whole  could  abide  in  the  primary  parts.  .  .  . 
The  sword,  for  example,  pervades  the  sheath  by  means  of  parts  different 
from  the  parts  of  the  sheath.  This  leads  to  infinite  regress,  since  in  order 
to  explain  how  the  whole  abides  in  certain  given  parts  we  should  always 
have  to  assume  further  parts.  If  we  adopt  the  second  alternative  of  the 
whole  abiding  in  each  particular  part  .  .  .  several  wholes  would  result.  If 
the  opponent  rejoins  that  the  whole  may  be  fully  present  in  each  part,  as 
the  generic  character  of  the  cow  is  fully  present  in  each  individual  cow,  we 
say  that  the  generic  attributes  of  the  cow  are  visibly  perceived  in  each 
individual  cow,  but  the  whole  is  not  thus  perceived  in  each  particular  part. 
If  the  whole  were  fully  present  in  each  part,  the  result  would  be  that  the 
whole  would  produce  its  effects  indifferently  with  any  of  its  parts.  A  cow, 
for  instance,  would  give  milk  from  her  horns  or  her  tail.  But  such  things 
are  not  seen  to  take  place.”  For  a  criticism  of  the  samavaya  relation 
binding  cause  and  effect  see  S.B.,  ii.  i.  18. 

»  See  S.B.  on  Kdrika,  iv.  11-20  ;  iv.  40# 
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the  fact  that  the  understanding  is  affected  by  cause  and 
effect  jointly/’  1  Commenting  on  it,  Anandagiri  says  :  "  We 
assume  the  ground  of  cause  and  effect  not  merely  on  the 
ground  of  the  actual  existence  of  one  thing  depending  on 
that  of  another,  but  on  the  additional  ground  of  the  mental 
existence,  the  consciousness  of  the  one  not  being  possible 
without  the  consciousness  of  another.”  If  we  state  the 
causal  principle  in  such  a  way  as  to  avoid  self-contradiction, 
we  find  that  it  has  to  be  modified  until  it  becomes  one  with 
the  principle  of  identity,  when  it  is  no  longer  of  any  service 
for  the  purposes  of  science  and  common  sense.  When  it  is 
formulated  truly,  it  is  useless  ;  when  it  is  useful,  it  is  not  true. 

Every  finite  thing  presents  the  contradiction  that  it  is  not 
only  finite,  i.e.  confined  within  itself,  but  is  also  relative  in 
the  sense  that  it  hangs  on  another.  No  object  of  experience 
is  self-determined  and  self-contained.  Every  object  is  tending 
to  pass  away  from  itself  to  something  else.  The  finite  as 
such  is  transitory  being,  ever  trying  to  transcend  itself.  This 
character  of  the  world  is  enough,  to  indicate  its  nature  as  appear¬ 
ance,  or  maya.  Change  is  unreal,  since  it  implies  instability, 
deficiency  and  incompleteness.  Change  is  othering,  altera¬ 
tion,  i.e.  contention  and  conflict.  Whatever  changes  has 
parts  which  assert  themselves  and  make  life  a  scene  of  division 
and  discord.  Plato  regards  change  as  mere  lapse,  and  Aristotle 
as  a  tendency  to  realisation,  but  both  view  the  real  as  change¬ 
less.  It  is  true  that  Aristotle  regards  God  as  activity  or 
energy,  but  this  activity  knows  no  change  and  the  energy 
does  nothing.  For  Sarhkara  the  real  is  changeless,  unalterable, 
so  full  of  being  that  it  always  is  and  for  ever  maintains  itself 
in  rest  and  repose.  It  has  no  lack,  no  need,  and  so  knows 
no  change  or  strife.  For  Bradley,  “  nothing  that  is  perfectly 
real  moves.” 

Our  experience  is  self-contradictory  and  not  real,  since 
reality  should  at  least  be  self-consistent.  In  Samkara’s 
phrase,  reality  must  be  one,  non-dual,  but  our  experience  is 
varied  and  discordant.  The  real  is  not  what  is  open  to  the 
senses.  It  is  not  the  content  of  right  knowledge,  since  know¬ 
ledge  cannot  be  understood  as  valid  apart  from  the  conception 
of  reality.  It  is  the  unalterable  and  the  absolute,  what 

*  S.B.,  ii.  i.  15,  and  Anandagiri  on  it. 
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remains  identical  with  itself  in  all  its  manifestations  in  expe¬ 
rience,  the  basis  and  ground  of  all  appearances.  The  world 
of  experience  consists  of  names  and  forms,1  and  is  bound  by 
the  relations  of  space,  time  and  cause,  which  endlessly  dissipate 
themselves.  Take  any  event,  it  has  an  endless  past  and  an 
endless  future,  it  is  never-ending  and  nowhere-ending.  This 
tantalising  endlessness  which  marks  it  as  unreal  invites  the 
soul  to  press  on  to  the  absolute. 


XXVI 

Brai-iman 

"  Time  spins  fast,  life  fleets,  and  all  is  change.”  Nothing 
is  ;  everything  flows.  The  struggle  to  go  beyond,  to  seek  the 
real,  know  the  truth,  means  that  this  flowing  stream  is  not 
all.  The  logical,  the  cosmological  and  the  moral  arguments 
all  point  to  something  larger  than  the  finite.  The  effort  to 
escape  from  the  limits  of  the  finite  implies  the  consciousness 
that  the  finite  in  itself  is  not  the  real.  A  felt  necessity  of 
thought  obliges  us  to  admit  an  absolute  reality.  As  Descartes 
contends,  the  conception  of  an  infinitely  perfect  being  is 
assumed  in  the  admission  of  one’s  own  finitude.2  No  truly 
negative  judgment  is  simply  negative.  “  Wherever  we  deny 
something  as  unreal,  we  do  so  with  reference  to  something 
real.”  3  We  exclude  the  negative  because  of  a  positive. 
Something  is  not,  means  something  is.  If  we  exclude  the 
real  as  well  as  the  unreal,  we  get  nihilism.  While  Samkara 
agrees  with  the  Buddhist  view  that  all  things  change,  he 
demands  a  supersensible  reality  which  is  not  within  the  world 
of  change.  We  require  the  reality  of  something  which  does 
not  need  the  support  or  help  of  anything  else.  Even  if  we 
regard  the  whole  universe  as  merely  imagined,  there  must 
be  something  which  is  the  basis  of  all  imagination.*  Even 
imagined  entities  cannot  float  unsupported  in  mid-air.  If 
there  is  no  such  reality,  i.e.  if  even  what  we  regard  as  reality 
is  a  produced  effect,  then  there  can  be  nothing  real  at  all  in 

*  S.B.,  i.  3.  41.  •  Meditations,  p.  iv. 

3  S.R..  iii.  2.  22.  4  Sarvakalpanamulatvat  (iii.  2.  22), 
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this  world  or  out  of  it.1  Religious  experience  as  registered 
in  the  Vedas  guarantees  at  least  some  reality  which  does  not 
come  to  be  or  cease  to  be.  Deussen’s  statement  that  the 
Indians  were  never  ensnared  into  an  ontological  proof  ”  2  is 
hardly  correct.  So  far  as  any  logical  pi  oof  of  Brahman  is 
available  in  Samkara’s  writings,  it  is  undoubtedly  the  onto¬ 
logical  proof.  We  are  obliged  to  posit  an  absolute  reality  ; 
otherwise  our  whole  structure  of  knowledge  and  experience 
tumbles  to  pieces.  In  the  method  of  procedure  ^amkara 
shows  great  originality  and  freshness.  He  does  not  start,  as 
theological  philosophers  do,  with  a  discussion  of  God’s 
attributes.  He  is  indifferent  to,  and  even  critical  of,  the 
arguments  which  are  adduced  in  favour  of  a  great  First  Cause 
and  Creator  of  the  world.  For  him  integral  experience,  or 
anubhava,  is  the  basal  fact.  It  is  the  highest  religious  insight. 
It  supplies  the  proof — if  proof  be  the  name  for  it — of  man’s 
awareness  of  a  spiritual  reality.  Brahman  is  present  to 
every  man  and  is  the  universal  fact  of  life.  If  any  logical 
proof  were  necessary,  Samkara  points  to  the  inability  of  the 
mind  to  rest  in  the  relative,  i.e.  the  impossibility  of  accounting 
for  experience  except  on  the  hypothesis  of  Brahman. 

In  his  account  of  causality  Samkara  makes  the  causal 
nature  the  svabhava,  or  the  samanya  or  the  universal,  while 
the  effect  is  regarded  as  a  condition,  avastha,  or  visesa.3 
“  There  are  in  the  world  many  samanyas  with  their  visesas — 
both  conscious  and  unconscious.  All  these  samanyas  in  their 
graduated  series  are  included  and  comprehended  in  one  great 
samanya,  i.e.  in  Brahman’s  nature  as  a  mass  of  intelligence.”  4 
To  understand  the  nature  of  this  universal  reality  is  to  know 

all  the  particulars  involved  in  it. 5 

To  say  that  Brahman  is  reality  is  to  say  that  it  is  different 
from  the  phenomenal,  the  spatial,  the  temporal  and  the 
sensible.6  Brahman  is  what  is  assumed  as  foundational, 

I  S.B.,  ii.  3.  7.  *  D.s.v.,  p.  123.  3  S.B.,  ii.  3-  9- 

4  Aneka  hi  vilaksanas  cetanacetanarupah  samanyavisesah ;  tesam 
paramparyagatya  ekasmin  rnahasarnanye  antarbhavah  prajhanaghane  .  .  . 
(S  B.,  Brh.  Up.,  ii.  4.  9).  Cp.  Plato’s  Idea  of  the  Good  as  the  ground  of  all 

other  Ideas. 

5  Samanyasya  grahapenaiva  tadgata  vise§a  grhlta  bhavanti  (S.B.,  Brh. 

Up.,  ii.  4-  7)* 

6  S.B.,  iv.  3.  14. 
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though  it  is  in  no  sense  substance.1  It  is  not  in  any  point 
of  space,  though  it  may  be  said  to  be  everywhere,  since  all 
things  imply  and  depend  on  it.  Since  it  is  not  a  thing,  it 
cannot  have  spatial  relations  to  anything  else,  and  is  therefore 
nowhere.  It  is  not  a  cause,  for  that  would  be  to  introduce 
time  relations.2  Its  nature  is  inexpressible,  for  when  we  say 
anything  of  it  we  make  it  into  a  particular  thing.  We  may 
speak  about  it,  though  we  cannot  describe  it  adequately  or 
have  any  logical  knowledge  of  it. 3  If  the  finite  man  can 
comprehend  Brahman,  then  either  our  understanding  must  be 
infinite  or  Brahman  finite.  “  Every  word  employed  to  denote 
a  thing  denotes  that  thing  as  associated  with  a  certain  genus ,  or 
act,  or  quality,  or  mode  of  relation. ”4  Brahman  has  no  genus, 
possesses  no  qualities,  does  not  act,  and  is  related  to  nothing 
else.  It  is  devoid  of  anything  of  a  like  kind  or  of  a  different 
kind,  and  has  no  internal  variety. 5  A  tree,  for  example,  has 
the  internal  variety  of  leaves,  flowers  and  fruits,  has  the  rela¬ 
tion  of  likeness  to  other  trees  and  of  unlikeness  to  objects  of  a 
different  kind  like  stones.6  Brahman  has  nothing  similar  to  it, 
nothing  different  from  it,  and  no  internal  differentiation,  since 
all  these  are  empirical  distinctions.  As  it  is  opposed  to  all 
empirical  existence,  it  is  given  to  us  as  the  negative  of  every¬ 
thing  that  is  positively  known.  Samkara  declines  to  character¬ 
ise  it  even  as  one  except  in  the  sense  of  secondless,  but  calls  it 
non-dual,  advaitam.  It  is  the  “  wholly  other,”  but  not  non- 
being.  7  Though  the  words  used  are  negative,  what  is  meant 

1  Vedantaparibhasa,  i. 

3  Cp.  Karyakaranavyatiriktasyatmanah  sadbhavah  .  .  .  asanayadi- 

samsaradharmatltatvam  visesah  (S.B.,  iii.  3.  36).  3  S.B.,iii.  2.  23. 

4  S.B.G.,  xiii.  12.  s  Sajatiyavijatiyasvagatabhedarahitam. 

6  See  S.B.,  i.  3.  1;  ii.  1.  14.  Pahcadasi,  ii.  20.  Rudolf  Otto:  The  Idea  of 

the  Holy,  E.T.,  p.  25.  Plato  mounts  beyond  the  worlds  of  being  and  becoming 
to  the  good.  Plotinus  seeks  to  apprehend  the  Absolute  as  yet  undivided 
between  subject  and  object  and  so  above  all  diversity.  “  This  absolute  is 
none  of  the  things  of  which  it  is  the  source;  its  nature  is  that  nothing  can  be 
affirmed  of  it — not  existence,  not  essence,  not  life — since  it  is  That  which 
transcends  all  these.  .  .  .”  “  Once  you  have  uttered  the  ‘  Good,’  add  no 

further  thought  to  it;  by  any  addition,  and  in  proportion  to  that  addition, 
you  introduce  a  deficiency.  Do  not  even  say  that  it  has  Intellection;  you 
would  be  dividing  it  ”  ( Enneads ,  iii.  8.  10,  E.T.,  McKenna,  vol.  ii,  pp.  134, 
*35)  •  Clement  of  Alexandria  reaches  a  point  where  the  Supreme  could  be 
recognised  not  by  what  it  is,  but  by  what  it  is  not. 

7  V anmanasatitatvam  api  brahmano  nabhavabhiprayenabhidhiyat© 
(S.B.,  iii.  2.  22). 
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is  intensely  positive.  A  negation  is  only  an  affirmation  of 
absence.  It  is  non-being,  since  it  is  not  the  being  which  we 
attribute  to  the  world  of  experience.  It  does  not  follow  that 
it  is  pure  nothing,  since  the  negative  has  its  meaning  only 
in  relation  to  the  positive.  The  Upanisads  as  well  as 
Samkara,1  deny  of  Brahman  both  being  and  non-being  of  the 
type  with  which  we  are  familiar  in  the  world  of  experience. 
We  can  at  best  say  what  Brahman  is  not,  and  not  what  it  is. 
It  transcends  the  opposition  of  permanence  and  change, 
whole  and  part,  relative  and  absolute,  finite  and  infinite,  which 
are  all  based  on  the  oppositions  of  experience.  The  finite  is 
always  passing  beyond  itself,  but  there  is  nothing  which  the 
infinite  can  pass  into.  If  it  did  so,  it  would  no  longer  be  the 
infinite.  If  we  call  it  infinite,  it  is  not  to  be  equated  with  a 
mere  negation  of  the  finite.  We  cannot  understand  the  nature 
of  Brahman  until  we  let  go  the  formal  and  the  finite.  Since 
personality  cannot  be  realised  except  under  the  limiting 
condition  of  a  non-ego,  the  absolute  is  not  a  person.  If  we 
use  the  term  personality  in  a  different  sense,  in  which  it  does 
not  demand  any  dependence  on  another,  then  it  is  an  illegiti¬ 
mate  use.  When  the  Absolute  is  said  to  be  nirguna,  this  only 
means  that  it  is  trans-empirical,  since  gunas  are  products  of 
prakrti  and  the  Absolute  is  superior  to  it.  The  gunas  qualify 
the  objective  as  such,  and  God  is  not  an  object.  The  objects 
come  and  go,  but  the  real  persists  as  the  permanent  in  the 
midst  of  all  changes.  So  it  transcends  the  gunas  or  pheno¬ 
menal  being.  The  Absolute  is  not  on  that  account  to  be 
regarded  as  a  mere  blank.  So  the  Upanisad  says  “  nirguno 
guni.”  Brahman  is  of  the  nature  of  ultimate  consciousness 
and  yet  knows  nothing,  since  empirical  cognition  is  a  modifi¬ 
cation  of  the  internal  organ.3  Knowledge,  again,  is  its 
essence  and  not  its  property.3  It  is  not  eternal  in  the  sense 


*  S.B.,  Prasna  Up.,  iv.  i. 

»  As  Spinoza  says  :  “  The  intellect  which  would  constitute  the  essence 
of  God  must  differ  toto  ccelo  from  our  will  and  intellect,  nor  can  they  agree 
in  anything  save  in  name,  nor  any  more  than  the  Dog  as  a  celestial  con¬ 
stellation  and  the  dog  as  a  barking  animal  agree  ”  {Ethics,  i.  17,  Scholium). 

3  Ramanuja  and  the  Naiyayikas  interpret  jnanam  in  “  satyam  jnanam 
anantam  Brahma "  as  the  basis  of  knowledge.  Cp.  Nityaih  vijnanam 
anandam  Brahma  ityadau  vijnanapadena  jnanasraya  evoktahi  (ViSvanatha’s 
Siddhdntamuktdvali,  p.  49). 
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of  persisting  changelessly  through  time  like  the  motionless 
being  of  Parmenides,  the  “mindless,  unmoving  fixture/’ which 
Plato  derides  in  the  Sophist,1  but  in  the  sense  of  absolute 
timelessness  and  incorruptibility.  It  is  eternal  because  its 
completeness  and  perfection  are  unrelated  to  time.*  The 
sequence  which  binds  things  and  events  in  the  time  order 
has  no  meaning  for  it.  It  is  eternal  perdurance,  to  which  all 
time .  relations  are  irrelevant.  It  can  only  be  negatively 
described  as  the  other  of  its  own  otherness.  It  is  sat  (real), 
meaning  that  it  is  not  asat  (unreal).  It  is  cit  (consciousness), 
meaning  that  it  is  not  acit  (unconsciousness). 3  It  is  ananda 
(bliss),  meaning  that  it  is  not  of  the  nature  of  pain  (duhkha- 
svarupa).  It  is  real,  having  authentic  being.  It  never  fails 
to  be,  since  it  depends  on  nothing  to  preserve  it  in  being. 
It  does  not  take  in  anything  from  outside  itself,  for  then 
being  would  include  non-being.  There  is  no  first  or  last  in  it. 
It  does  not  unfold,  express,  develop,  manifest,  grow  and 
change,  for  it  is  self-identical  throughout.  It  cannot  be 
regarded  as  a  whole  including  parts,  for  it  is  uniform  in  nature 
(ekarasa).4  It  is  real  and  yet  devoid  of  the  nature  of  the 
world.  5  Such  a  being  cannot  of  course  be  physical  and 
quantitative  and  fragmentary.  The  everlasting  being  devoid 
of  any  deficiency  is  of  the  nature  of  consciousness,  cit.  Such 
a  fulness  of  authentic  being  and  ideality  perforce  is  free 
delight,  ananda.6  All  human  bliss  is  a  phase  of  the  bliss  of 
Brahman. 7  It  is  highest  truth,  perfect  being  and  fullest 
freedom. 

Atman  and  Brahman  have  the  same  characteristics  of  being, 
consciousness,  all-pervadingness  and  bliss.  Atman  is  Brahman. 
The  purely  subjective  is  also  the  purely  objective.  Brahman 

*  P.  249. 

*  Cp.  Spinoza  :  “  Eternity  cannot  be  defined  in  terms  of  time  nor  can 
it  have  any  relation  to  time"  [Ethics,  v.  i,  Scholium).  Nicholas  of  Cusa 
distinguishes  between  the  infinitum  of  God  and  the  interminatum  of  the 
world.  As  infinity  is  to  boundlessness,  so  is  eternity  to  perpetuity. 

3  Jadatvarahityam.  Deussen  defines  caitanyam  as  "  a  potency  which 
lies  at  the  root  of  all  motion  and  change  in  nature,  which  is  therefore  also 
ascribed,  for  example,  to  plants,  and  means  thus  rather  the  capacity  of 
reaction  to  outer  influences,  a  potency  which  in  its  highest  development 
reveals  itself  as  human  intellect,  as  spirit  "  (D.S.V.,  p.  59). 

4  S.B.,  i.  3.  1.  5  Nisprapancasadatmakatvam  (S.B.,  ii.  1.  6). 

6  S.B..  i.  1.  12  ;  iii.  3.  11-13  ;  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  7.  7  Brh.,  iv.  3.  32. 
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seems  to  be  mere  abstract  being,  even  as  Atman  seems  to  be 
mere  abstract  subjectivity  to  the  eyes  of  intellect.  When 
we  strip  the  Absolute  of  all  its  veils,  we  find  that  it  is  being 
refined  away,  evaporated  into  almost  nothing.  How  can  we 
/  assume  this  residuum,  this  nonentity,  to  be  the  supreme 
reality  of  the  world  ?  “  Is  Brahman  then  non-being  ?  No, 

since  even  imagined  things  must  have  something  to  stand 
upon.”  1  If  anything  exists,  Brahman  must  be  real.  It  is 
our  human  conception  of  Brahman  that  seems  to  be  empty 
and  not  Brahman  in  itself,  which  is  the  fullest  reality.  The 
differenceless  Brahman  which  we  reach  by  an  everlasting  No, 
“  not  coarse,  not  fine,  not  short,  not  long,”  2  “  not  to  be 
heard,  not  to  be  felt,”  3  is  likely  to  be  confused  with  an 
indeterminate  blank,  an  uncomfortable  night  of  nothing. 
Hegel  has  declared  that  pure  being  devoid  of  all  predicates 
is  not  different  from  non-being.  Ramanuja  and  the  Naiya- 
yikas  agree  with  Hegel  in  thinking  that  such  an  undifferenced 
Brahman  is  not  a  reality  capable  of  being  known. 4  Samkara 
knows  it  as  much  as  his  critics,  for  he  says  :  “  Brahman,  free 
from  space,  attributes,  motion,  fruition  and  difference,  being 
in  the  highest  sense  and  without  a  second,  seems  to  the  slow 
of  mind  no  more  than  non-being.”  5  We  seem  to  get  a 
Brahman  in  which  all  is  lost,  though  the  mystic  might  explain 
that  everything  is  found.  The  upward  flight  of  thought 
which  is  afraid  of  making  God  determinate  seems  to  us,  the 
worldly  minded,  to  end  in  making  God  nothing.  Yet  all  the 
great  religious  seers  deny  conceptual  designations  to  the 
Absolute.6  For  the  sake  of  the  mass  of  mankind,  the  scripture 

1  "  £unyam  eva  tarhi  tat,  na,  mithyavikalpasya  nirnimittatvanupa- 
patteh  ”  (S.B.  on  Gaudapada’s  Kdrika). 

2  Brh.,  iii.  8.  8.  Cp.  Augustine  :  “  We  can  know  what  God  is  not,  but 
not  what  He  is  ”  ( Trinity ,  viii.  2). 

3  Katha,  iii.  15. 

4  Nirvisayasya  jnanatve  manabhavat  (ViSvanatha’s  Siddhantamukta- 
vali,  p.  49). 

5  Digdesagunagatiphalabhedasunyam  hi  paramarthasad  advayam  brahma 
mandabuddhinam  asad  iva  pratibhati  (S.B.,  Chan.  Up.,  viii.  1.  1). 

6  Cp.  Rudolf  Otto  :  “  This  negative  theology  does  not  mean  that  faith 
and  feeling  are  dissipated  and  reduced  to  nothing  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  con¬ 
tains  within  it  the  loftiest  spirit  of  devotion,  and  it  is  out  of  such  negative 
attributes  that  Chrysostom  fashions  the  most  solemn  confessions  and 
prayers.  ...  A  conception  negative  in  form  may  often  become  the  symbol 
for  a  content  of  meaning  which,  if  absolutely  unutterable,  is  none  the  less 
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defines  Brahman  in  positive  terms,1  for  “  the  scripture  thinks, 
Let  them  first  find  themselves  on  the  path  of  the  existent, 
then  I  shall  gradually  bring  them  also  to  an  understanding 
of  the  existent  in  the  highest  sense.”  2  As  an  interpreter  of 
the  Upanisads,  Samkara  was  obliged  to  offer  a  reconciliation 
between  the  negative  and  the  positive  descriptions  of  Brah¬ 
man.  3  Commenting  on  the  spatial  conception  of  Brahman, 
Samkara  says  that  it  is  meant  to  convey  our  ideas  to  others  4 
or  serve  the  purposes  of  worship.  5  We  rise  to  the  highest 
in  itself,  Brahman,  through  the  highest  in  relation  to  us  or 
Isvara,  the  creator  and  governor  of  the  universe.  While 
Brahman  is  devoid  of  attributes,  still  those  of  being,  con¬ 
sciousness  and  bliss  may  be  said  to  be  its  essential  features 
(svarupalaksanas),  while  those  of  creatorship,  etc.,  are  acci¬ 
dental  ones  (tatasthalaksanas).6  Samkara  knows  that  even 
the  definition  of  Brahman  as  sacciddnanda  i  is  imperfect 
though  it  expresses  the  reality  in  the  best  way  possible. 
The  power  of  the  human  mind  is  great  enough  to  recognise 
its  own  limitations.  Brahmanubhava  gives  the  highest 
insight  into  Brahman,  and  he  who  has  it  answers  every 
question  of  the  nature  of  Brahman  by  silence  or  negative 
marks.  Vidya  gives  the  highest  positive  conceptual  account 
of  Brahman  by  equating  it  with  the  attributes  of  being, 
consciousness  and  bliss,  which  are  self-sufficient.  A  vidya,  or 
lower  knowledge,  applies  attributes  which  imply  relation, 

in  the  highest  degree  positive.  ...  A  negative  theology  can  and  indeed 
must  arise  .  .  .  from  purely  and  genuinely  religious  roots,  the  experience 
of  the  luminous  "  ( The  Idea  of  the  Holy,  p.  189). 

1  Chan.  Up.,  i.  6.  6  ;  iii.  14.  2. 

1  Sanmargasthas  tavad  bhavantu,  tatah  sanaih  paramarthasad  api 
grahayisyamfti  manyate  srutih  (S.B.,  Chan.  Up.,  viii.  1.  1). 

Sadananda,  in  his  Veddntasara  (ii),  describes  the  method  of  adhyaropa- 
pavada  by  which  we  first  attribute  certain  qualities  to  Brahman  and  then 
withdraw  them.  See  S.B.G.,  xiii.  13. 

3  See  S.B.,  i.  1.  1-31  ;  i.  2  passim  ;  i.  3.  1-18,  22-25,  39-43  »'  i-  4-  14-22  : 
iii.  3.  35-36.  See  D.S.V.,  p.  102,  pp.  206-210. 

4  Upalabdhyartham. 

5  Upasanartham.  S.B.,  Chan.  Up.,  viii.  1.  1  ;  S.B.,  i.  1.  20,  24,  31  ; 

1.  2.  11,  14  ;  iii.  2.  12,  33. 

6  When  we  define  Devadatta’s  house  as  that  on  which  a  crow  is  perched, 
we  do  not  define  its  essence  but  state  a  feature  which  applies  to  it  acci¬ 
dentally.  It  is  an  indirect  definition  of  Devadatta's  house.  Even  so  is 
the  definition  of  Brahman  as  the  Creator  and  the  cause  of  the  universe. 

7  Nrsimhatapani  Up. 


VOL.  II, 


18 


540 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


such  as  creatorship  and  rulership  of  the  universe.1  There 
are  thus  two  views  of  the  ultimate,  higher  and  lower. 

“  Where,  by  discarding  the  differences  of  name,  form,  and 
the  like,  ascribed  by  avidya,  Brahman  is  indicated  by  negative 
expressions,  as  not  gross,  etc.,2  it  is  the  higher  (param).  But 
where,  on  the  contrary,  exactly  the  same  reality  is  described,  ' 
for  purposes  of  worship,  as  distinguished  by  some  difference 
or  other,  it  is  the  lower  (aparam).”  3  Brahman  cast  through 
the  moulds  of  logic  is  Isvara.  It  is  not  the  highest  reality, 
since  it  has  no  meaning  for  the  highest  experience  where 
existence  and  content  are  no  longer  separated.  Yet  it  is 
the  best  image  of  the  truth  possible  under  our  present  condi¬ 
tions  of  knowledge.  The  saguna  Brahman  is  not  the  mere 
self-projection  of  the  yearning  spirit  or  a  floating  air-bubble. 
The  gleaming  ideal  is  the  way  in  which  the  everlasting  real 
appears  to  our  human  mind.4  A  demand  for  theoretic  con- 

1  Cp.  Ratnaprabhd  :  “  Vidyavisayo  jneyarii  nirgunam  satyam  avidya- 

visaya  upasyam  sagunam  kalpitam  ”  (i.  i.  u).  Cp.  with  this  the  analogical 
knowledge  of  Schoolmen,  the  knowledge  that  knows  its  deficiency  and  by 
the  very  acknowledgment  of  it  corrects  it.  Cp.  Plotinus  :  "If  we  call  it 
the  Good,  we  do  not  intend  any  formal  affirmation  of  a  quality  within  itself  ; 
we  mean  only  that  it  is  the  Goal  or  Term  to  which  all  aspire.  When  we 
affirm  existence  of  it,  we  mean  no  more  than  that  it  does  not  fall  within 
the  realm  of  non-existents ;  it  transcends  even  the  quality  of  being " 
(McKenna’s  E.T.,  vol.  i,  p.  n8). 

*  Brh.,  iii.  8.  8.  3  S.B.,  i.  31  ;  iv.  3.  14. 

3  D.S.V.,  p.  103.  Cp.  Eckhart,  who  draws  a  distinction  between  God¬ 
head  who  is  incomprehensible  and  God  who  works  and  creates.  "  In 
himself  he  is  not  God,  in  the  creature  only  doth  he  become  God.  I  ask  to 
be  rid  of  God,  i.e.  that  God  by  his  grace  would  bring  me  into  the  essence  ; 
that  essence  which  is  above  God  and  above  distinction.  I  would  enter 
into  that  eternal  unity  which  was  mine  before  all  time,  and  when  I  was 
what  I  would  and  would  what  I  was  ;  into  that  state  which  is  above  all 
addition  or  diminution,  into  the  immobility  whereby  all  is  moved  ’’  (quoted 
in  Hunt’s  Essay  on  Pantheism,  p.  179).  Plotinus  says  :  "  We  form  a  con¬ 
ception  of  its  Authentic  Being  from  its  image  playing  upon  the  Intellectual 
Principle.  This  image  of  itself  it  has  communicated  to  the  Intellect  that 
contemplates  it ;  thus  all  the  striving  is  on  the  side  of  the  Intellect,  which 
is  the  eternal  striver  and  eternally  the  attainer.  The  Being  beyond  neither 
strives,  since  it  feels  no  lack,  nor  attain,  since  it  has  no  striving  ”  ( Enneads  : 
McKenna’s  E.T.,  vol.  ii,  p.  135).  Cp.  Bradley :  "Fully  to  realise  the 
existence  of  the  Absolute  is  for  finite  beings  impossible.  .  .  But  to  gain 
an  idea  of  its  main  features — an  idea  true  so  far  as  it  goes,  though  abstract 
and  incomplete — is  a  different  endeavour.  .  .  .  And  surely  no  more  than 
this  is  wanted  for  a  knowledge  of  the  Absolute.  It  is  a  knowledge  which 
of  course  differs  enormously  from  the  fact.  But  it  is  true  for  all  that,  while 
it  respects  its  own  iimits  ;  and  it  seems  fully  attainable  by  the  finite 
intellect"  ( Appearance  and  Reality,  p.  159). 
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sistency  requires  us  to  describe  the  Absolute  by  a  set  of 
negations,  “  neither  personal  nor  moral,  nor  beautiful  nor 
true/’  as  Bradley  does.  The  inevitable  effect  of  the  negative 
account  is  to  make  us  believe  that  the  Absolute  has  nothing 
to  do  with  or  is  indifferent  to  the  higher  aspects  of  experience. 
When  these  negative  formulas  of  an  exact  metaphysics  defeat 
their  object,  we  are  inclined,  in  the  interests  of  our  religious 
needs,  to  lay  a  different  emphasis.1 

But  Brahman  cannot  be  both  determinate  (saguna)  and 
indeterminate  (nirguna).2  A  reality  that  has  two  sides  or 
can  be  experienced  in  two  ways  is  not  the  highest  reality. 
The  sides  are  dissolved  the  moment  we  touch  the  fountain  of 
being.  We  catch  aspects  of  the  Absolute  when  we  look  at  it 
from  outside.  In  itself  the  Absolute  is  without  sides,  without 
forms,  and  without  any  element  of  duality  or  gunas.  These 
characters  of  form  and  personality  have  meaning  in  the  world 
of  vidya,  or  experience.  In  the  supreme  Brahman  there  is 
a  natural  dissolution  of  all  relativities.  It  is  not  a  system 
or  a  whole  which  can  be  achieved  by  an  endless  process  of 
reconciling  opposites.3  The  infinite  is  not  an  object  con¬ 
structed  by  philosophy  ;  it  is  an  ever-present  fact.  Sarhkara 
is  opposed  to  all  attempts  to  think  the  Absolute.  The  moment 
we  think  it,  it  becomes  a  part  of  the  world  of  experience.  4 

1  Cp.  Bradley  :  Truth  and  Reality,  p.  431. 

1  “  One  and  the  same  thing  cannot  in  itself  be  affected  by  differences 
such  as  form,  etc.,  and  not  be  affected  by  them,  for  this  is  a  contradic¬ 
tion.  .  .  .  And  by  being  connected  with  limitations  a  thing  of  one  kind 
cannot  assume  another  nature  ;  for  when  rock  crystal  is  transparent  it  does 
not  become  opaque  by  being  connected  with  limitations  such  as  red  colour 
and  the  like  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  a  misconception  (bhrama)  that  opaque¬ 
ness  permeates  it.  .  .  .  Whatever  character  is  assumed,  Brahman  must 
be  regarded  as  unchangeably  free  from,  all  differences  and  not  the  reverse  " 
(D.S.V .,  pp.  102-3). 

3  While  strict  logic  requires  Bradley  to  adopt  a  similar  position,  he  yet 
wavers  and  has  certain  ultimate  doubts.  Strictly  speaking,  the  Absolute 
excludes  all  positive  and  negative  features,  and  we  cannot  reach  it  througn 
logic,  for  we  cannot  go  out  of  the  relative  by  the  relative.  Our  logical 
understanding,  proceeding  from  limit  to  limit,  cannot  arrive  at  the  unlimited. 
When  we  transcend  our  finiteness,  we  have  nothing  else  than  an  absolute 
in  which  all  that  is  formal  and  finite  is  dissolved. 

4  Ramanuja  holds  that  the  divine  is  the  human  view  enlarged.  The 
difference  between  the  human  understanding  and  the  divine  is  one  of  range 
and  not  character ;  while  the  human  view  takes  in  some  relations,  the 
divine  takes  in  all  of  them.  But  &amkara  is  of  a  different  opinion.  Tf  we 
are  lost  in  the  world  of  relatives,  it  is  not  possible  to  exhaust  the  relative. 
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XXVII 

Isvara  or  Personal  God 

l£vara,  according  to  Samkara,  is  the  determinate  (saguna) 
Brahman  regarded  as  the  supreme  personality.  Samkara 
believes  that  the  question  of  God’s  existence  is  an  absurd 
one.  If  God  exists,  then  he  must  exist  as  other  objects  do, 
which  would  be  to  reduce  God  to  the  level  of  the  finite,  making 
him  simply  a  unit  in  the  indefinite  multiplicity  of  objects, 
distinct  from  them  all,  even  as  they  are  distinct  from  each 
other,  or  merging  him  in  the  totality  of  existence  in  a 
pantheism  which  will  be  practically  indistinguishable  from 
atheism.  To  state  the  question  of  God  in  terms  of  existence 
removes  in  advance  all  possibility  of  solving  it.  If  the  rigidity 
of  reason  is  any  security  for  the  attainment  of  truth,  we 
should  have  arrived  at  it  long  ago.  As  a  matter  of  fact  we 
find  different  schools,  each  pretending  to  be  logical,  in  conflict 
with  the  rest.  Samkara  takes  up  the  so-called  proofs  for  the 
existence  of  God,  the  epistemological,  the  cosmological  and  the 
physico-theological,  and  shows  their  futility,  as  Kant  did  at 
a  much  later  day. 

The  ideal  of  logic  compels  us  to  assume  the  reality  of  a 
perfect  subject,  to  whom  all  existence  is  related  as  an  object. 
Truth  as  systematic  harmony  means  the  reality  of  a  divine 
experience.  That  events  are  interconnected  in  a  system  is 
the  assumption  of  common  sense  and  science,  which  is 
increasingly  confirmed  by  experience,  though  never  realised 
in  its  entirety.  For  there  is  much  in  the  world  which  never 
directly  enters  into  our  experience.  We  seem  to  know  much, 
though  even  in  this  limited  region  our  knowledge  is  imperfect. 
Only  a  complete  apprehension  of  reality  as  a  whole  can  justify 
the  hypothesis  that  God  is  and  he  is  the  creator  of  all.  Our 
human  experience  is  incapable  of  apprehending  the  world 
in  its  entirety,  achieve  a  harmony  of  pure  being  with  restless 


When  the  terms  are  capable  of  endless  subdivisions,  and  when  their  relations 
are  capable  of  infinite  permutations,  a  whole  view  of  terms  and  relations 
is  impossible.  The  putting  together  of  the  appearances  does  not  lead  us 
to  truth.  The  real  is  beyond  appearances  and  truth  is  beyond  thought. 
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infinitude.1  However  much  we  might  simplify  and  order  our 
experience  and  reduce  its  complexity  to  the  single  prakrti, 
the  purusa,  or  the  subject,  would  still  remain  the  outside 
observer  of  its  lonely  flight  through  space  and  history.  If 
the  universe  is  small  enough  for  our  little  minds  to  explore, 
if  we  can  tell  whence  it  comes  and  whither  it  goes,  can  under¬ 
stand  its  origin,  nature  and  destiny,  then  we  are  not  finite 
and  we  do  not  demand  an  infinite.  The  logical  belief  that 
all  facts  belong  to  a  system  and  express  the  mind  of  God  is 
only  an  idea. 

The  cosmological  argument  employs  the  concept  of  cause, 
which  is  not  adequate  even  in  the  empirical  world,  and  turns 
out  altogether  useless  when  we  try  to  relate  the  world  of 
experience  to  the  ultimate  reality,  which  is  said  to  manifest 
itself  through  it.  The  different  lines  in  the  phenomenal 
series  cannot  explain  one  another.  We  cannot  admit  within 
the  world  of  phenomena  an  uncaused  cause.  The  question 
of  an  absolute  beginning  of  the  phenomenal  series,  samsara, 
is  a  self -contradictory  one.  To  seek  for  it  is  to  seek  in  time 
for  that  which  is  the  condition  of  the  very  being  of  time. 
It  is  the  essence  of  samsara  that  it  has  no  beginning.  The 
infinite  to  which  we  rise  by  the  mere  negation  of  the  finite  is 
another  idea  requiring  explanation.  When  the  argument 
from  causality,  which  has  its  validity  confined  to  the  world 
of  changing  phenomena,  is  applied  to  the  real,  the  latter  is 
misconceived,  since  it  is  made  an  object  of  knowledge,  and  that 
which  we  infer  as  the  cause  of  the  world  belongs  also  to  the 
world  of  experience.  We  can  infer  only  a  finite  creator  from 
a  finite  world,  even  if  we  assume  the  universality  of  the 
principle  that  every  effect  has  a  cause.2  The  first  cause 
must  be  a  unity  of  the  same  order  of  being  as  the  objects  of 
experience,  since  the  latter  are  brought  into  relation  with  it. 
If  Isvara  is  the  cause  of  the  world,  he  must  be  within  the 
space-time  framework,  a  vastly  magnified  man  whose  self- 
consciousness  is  defined  by  the  instrumentality  of  a  body 
and  a  mind  analogous  to  our  own.  If  such  a  being  exists,  no 
foreseeable  extension  of  our  knowledge  could  enable  us  to 

*  Cp.  “  For  God  alone  sits  high  enough  above 

To  speculate  so  largely.” 

•  Yat  karyarh  tat  sakartfkam. 
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determine  his  nature  and  existence.  Such  a  God,  moreover, 
working  through  instruments  analogous  to  the  human  ones, 
is  neither  infinite  nor  omnipotent. 

The  moral  argument  that  the  context  of  things  is  adapted 
to  the  soul  of  man  and  shows  the  workmanship  of  a  benevolent 
God  is  quite  unsatisfactory.  However  the  matter  be  turned, 
in  a  real  world  the  responsibility  for  sin  and  evil  falls  on  God.1 
If,  to  relieve  him  of  the  authorship  of  evil,  we  accept  something 
like  the  mythology  of  Persia  and  make  Satan  responsible  for 
it,  then  the  oneness  of  God  disappears  and  we  reinstate  a 
dualism  between  God  and  Satan.  Again,  if  the  soul  is  a  part 
of  God,  God  must  feel  the  pain  of  the  soul  also,  even  as,  when 
one  member  of  the  body  suffers,  the  whole  body  suffers  with 
it.  It  follows  that  the  sufferings  of  God  are  much  greater 
than  those  of  the  individual  souls,  and  it  is  better  for  us  to 
remain  self-enclosed  individuals  with  our  limited  sufferings 
than  rise  to  the  level  of  God  and  take  upon  ourselves  the 
burden  of  the  whole  world. 

A  perfect  God  does  not  require  the  world  for  his  satisfac¬ 
tion.  If  it  is  said  that  the  world  is  for  his  enjoyment,  then 
God  is  no  God  but  only  a  samsarin  If  we  say  that  God  has 
determinations,  gunas,  like  personality,  perfection,  etc.,  it  is 
difficult  to  conceive  how  these  can  coexist  with  absoluteness. 
The  attempt  to  conserve  the  characters  of  personality  (guna) 
and  absoluteness  (Brahman)  seems  to  be  wellnigh  impossible 
for  logic. 

The  lesson  which  Samkara  derives  from  these  inadequate 
proofs  for  the  existence  of  God  is  that  the  question  has  no 
meaning  in  reality  and  arises  only  within  the  world  of  expe¬ 
rience.  When  we  realise  the  relative  character  of  the  world, 
we  shall  see  that  the  problem  of  creation  and  the  answer  to 
it  both  belong  to  our  logical  world  and  not  to  reality  as  it  is. 
To  set  aside  the  logical  proofs  is  not  to  deny  the  existence 
of  Isvara.  Samkara’s  point  is  that  no  purely  rational  argu- 

1  The  solution  suggested  by  the  Hebrew  prophet,  "  I  form  the  light 
and  create  darkness,  I  make  peace  and  create  evil,  I  the  Lord  do  all  these 
things,”  finds  an  echo  in  some  passages  of  the  Upanisads.  “  For  he  makes 
those  do  good  works  whom  he  will  guide  out  from  this  world,  and  he  makes 
those  do  evil  whom  he  will  guide  downwards  ;  he  is  the  guardian  of  the 
world,  he  is  the  ruler  of  the  world,  he  is  the  lord  of  the  world  ”  ( Kausltaki 
Up.,  iii.  8). 
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ment  for  the  existence  of  God  as  a  personal  supreme  being  is 
finally  acceptable.  At  best  the  “  proofs  ”  only  tell  us  that 
God  is  a  possibility.  The  reality  of  God  transcends  our 
rational  powers  of  conceiving  as  well  as  comprehending  1  ; 
only  if  we  resort  to  the  spiritual  insight  of  seers  as  recorded 
in  the  scriptures  can  we  be  certain  of  God.  The  reality  of 
Isvara,  in  Samkara’s  philosophy,  is  not  a  self-evident  axiom, 
is  not  a  logical  truth,  but  an  empirical  postulate  which  is 
practically  useful.  Sruti  is  the  basis  for  it.2  Isvara  is  the 
supreme  spirit,  all-knowing  (sarvajna),  and  possessed  of  all 
powers  (sarvasaktisamanvitam).  He  is  the  soul  of  nature,  the 
principle  of  the  universe,  its  animating  breath  and  actuating 
spring,  the  source  and  end  of  all  existent  modes.  What  is 
based  on  scriptural  testimony  is  not  necessarily  opposed  to 
reason.  To  accept  6ruti  is  to  accept  belief  for  which  there  are 
no  disproofs,  though  there  are  not  adequate  proofs.  In  the 
logical  account  we  render  to  ourselves  of  the  world  we  reach 
a  point  where  we  require  help  from  another  source.  Before 
we  rise  to  intuition,  we  resort  to  sruti.  Regarding  the 
creatorship  of  Isvara,  scripture  is  our  only  means  of  know¬ 
ledge.  3  It  declares  that  “  the  cause  from  which  (proceeds) 
the  origin,  substance  and  dissolution  of  the  world,  which  is 
extended  in  names  and  forms,  which  includes  many  agents 
and  enjoyers,  which  contains  the  fruit  of  works,  specially 
determined  according  to  space,  time  and  cause,  a  world  which 
is  formed  after  an  arrangement  inconceivable  even  for  the 
mind — this  omniscient  and  omnipotent  cause  is  Brahman 
(i.e.  Isvara).”  4  All  the  perfections,  metaphysical  and  moral, 

1  Cp.  Schweitzer :  “  If  we  take  the  world  as  it  is,  it  is  impossible  to 
explain  it  in  any  way  which  will  give  meaning  to  the  ends  and  aims  of  the 
activities  of  men  and  of  humanity.  We  can  discover  no  trace  in  the  world 
of  any  purposive  development  which  might  lend  significance  to  our  actions  ” 
^Preface,  xii,  Civilisation  and  Ethics,  pt.  ii). 

1  Though  Kant  is  regarded  as  the  first  philosophical  thinker  in  Europe  who 
sought  to  establish  the  futility  of  logical  proofs,  it  must  be  said  in  fairness  to 
Plato  that  he  recognised  it.  “  Therefore  is  it  an  impossible  task  to  discover 
the  Creator  and  father  of  this  whole  universe  and  publish  the  discovery 
of  him  in  words  for  all  to  understand  ”  ( Timaus ,  28,  C.).  Cp.  Bishop  Gore  : 
“  1  acknowledge  that  human  reason  could  never  by  its  unassisted  efforts 
have  arrived  at  this  conception  of  God  the  Creator  "  ( Belief  in  God,  p.  152), 
and  so  he  asks  us  to  turn  to  Revelation.  So  St.  Thomas  Aquinas.  Cp. 
S.B.  on  Kena  Up.,  i.  4. 

3  B.S.,  i.  1.  3. 


«  S.B.,  i.  1.  2. 
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are  ascribed  to  him.  He  is  said  to  be  raised  above  all  evil.1 
He  is  the  immanent  spirit  (antaryamin)  pervading  the  object 
and  the  subject  worlds,  seen  in  the  interior  of  the  sun  (object) 
as  well  as  in  the  interior  of  the  eye  (subject).2  He  is  the 
creator,  ruler  and  destroyer  of  the  universe. 3 

Samkara  takes  great  pains  to  prove  that  the  reality  of 
Isvara,  when  once  it  is  ascertained  from  the  scripture,  can 
be  reconciled  with  the  demands  of  reason.  We  only  perceive 
the  effect,  so  that  it  cannot  be  decided  whether  the  world 
is  connected  with  Isvara  as  its  cause  or  with  something  else, 
since  the  same  effect  can  have  different  causes.  So  we  must 
accept  the  statement  of  the  scriptures  that  Hvara  is  the  cause 
of  the  world.  Isvara  is  the  first  cause,  since  he  has  no  origin 
(asambhava).  Isvara  as  pure  being  (sanmatram)  cannot 
have  sprung  from  pure  being,  since  the  relation  of  cause  and 
effect  cannot  exist  without  a  certain  superiority  in  the  cause. 4 
Isvara  cannot  have  sprung  from  differentiated  being,  since 
experience  tells  us  that  differences  arise  from  the  non-differ- 
enced,  and  not  vice  versa.  He  cannot  have  sprung  from 
non-being,  since  it  is  essenceless  (niratmaka).  Scripture  also 
rejects  this  view,  for  it  asks,  How  can  being  come  out  of 
non-being  ?  Nor  can  Isvara  be  a  modification,  since  this 
would  land  us  in  infinite  regress. 5  Isvara  is  unproduced,  has 
no  cause,  and  is  no  effect.  If  Isvara  were  an  effect,  then 
every  effect  from  akasa  downwards  would  be  essenceless  and 
we  should  embrace  nihilism.6  That  which  gives  reality  to  all 
modifications  is  Isvara. 

Admitting  the  principle  that  every  effect  has  a  cause,  may  not  the 
cause  be  the  atoms,  or  the  prakrti,  or  non-being,  or  an  individual  agent, 
or  spontaneity  ?  7  Samkara  refutes  a]l  these  possibilities.  Nature  is 
not  dead,  but  is  alive  and  animated  from  within.  The  scene  of  nature 
is  well  adapted  for  the  drama  of  the  soul-life.  “  In  the  world,  no 
non-intelligent  object  without  being  guided  by  an  intelligence  brings 
forth  from  itself  the  products  which  serve  to  further  given  aims  of 
man.  For  example,  houses,  palaces,  beds,  seats,  pleasure-gardens 

1  Chan.,  i.  6  ;  S.B.,  i.  i.  20. 

*  S.B.,  i.  1.  20  ;  Brh.  Up.,  hi.  7.  9. 

3  See  S.B.,  i.  1.  18-20,  22  ;  i.  3.  39,  41  ;  i.  2.  9-10. 

4  Since  nothing  superior  to  Isvara  can  be  conceived,  therefore  Isvara 
exists  uncaused.  Cp.  with  this  Descartes’s  ontological  argument. 

5  S.B..  ii.  3.  9.  6  S  B  ii.  3.  7.  7  S.B.,  i.  1.2. 
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and  the  like  are  contrived  in  life  by  intelligent  artists  in  due  time  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  pleasure  and  averting  pain.  It  is  exactly 
the  same  with  this  whole  world.  For  when  one  sees  how,  for  example, 
the  earth  serves  the  end  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  fruit  of  the  manifold 
works,  and  how,  again,  the  body  within  and  without  by  possessing  a 
given  arrangement  of  parts  suitable  to  the  different  species  and  deter¬ 
mined  in  detail  that  it  may  form  the  place  of  enjoyment  of  the  fruit 
of  the  manifold  works  .  .  .  how  should  this  arrangement  proceed 
from  the  non-intelligent  pradhana  ?  .  .  .  Clay,  also,  for  example,  is 
formed,  as  experience  teaches,  to  different  shapes  only  so  long  as  it 
is  guided  by  the  potter,  and  exactly  in  the  same  way  must  matter  be 
guided  by  another  intelligent  power."  1  The  purpose  of  creation  is 
to  serve  as  the  stage  for  the  reward  of  the  deeds  of  earlier  existences 
which  stretch  back  for  each  individual  ad  infinitum.  Unconscious 
prakrti  is  not  the  explanation  of  nature  or  the  subjective  aspect  of 
the  world  and  the  working  of  the  law  of  karma.  Consciousness  and 
activity  must  belong  to  the  cause  of  the  world.3  The  regularity  and 
adaptation  (racana)  of  the  world  indicate  a  conscious  director.  The 
same  is  implied  by  the  co-operation  of  several  means  for  one  end. 3 
Samkara  notices  the  theory  of  the  Purva  Mimamsa  that  not  God  but 
apurva  accounts  for  the  ordered  way  in  which  men  reap  the  fruits  of 
their  deeds.  He  criticises  it  on  the  ground  that  apurva  is  unspiritual 
and  cannot  operate  unless  it  is  moved  by  something  spiritual.  The 
extra-cosmic  God  of  the  Nyaya-VaiSesika  is  inadequate,  since  he  is 
not  the  material  cause  of  the  universe.  Were  the  individual  the 
creator,  he  would  have  produced  what  is  beneficial  to  himself,  and 
not  things  of  a  contrary  nature  such  as  birth,  death,  old  age,  disease, 
etc.  For  "  we  know  that  no  free  person  will  build  a  prison  for  him¬ 
self  and  take  up  his  abode  in  it."  4  Chance,  atoms,  prakrti  and  the 
Nyaya  God  are  larger  and  more  impossible  demands  than  what  the 
scripture  makes.  So  the  omniscient,  all-powerful,  eternal,  all-pervading 
Isvara  is  the  cause  of  the  world. 5 

Isvara  is  said  to  be  the  material  as  well  as  the  efficient  cause  of 
the  world.  To  the  objection  that  in  experience  material  causes  do 
not  possess  knowledge,  Samkara  answers  :  “  It  is  not  necessary  that  it 
should  be  here  the  same  as  in  experience  ;  for  this  subject  is  known 


1  S.B.,  ii.  2.  i. 

1  If  the  mere  presence  of  Brahman  is  enough  to  move  the  world  as  a 
magnet  does  iron,  will  not  the  mere  vicinity  of  purusas  suffice  for  the 
activity  of  prakrti  ?  Again,  avidya  naturally  tends  to  creation  and  is  in 
need  of  no  purpose.  “  Avidya  ca  svabhavata  eva,  karyonmukhi  na  prayo- 
janam  apeksate  "  ( Bhamaii ,  ii.  I.  33)* 

3  S.B.,  i.  3.  39. 

4  Na  hi  kascid  aparatantro  bandhanagaram  atmanah  krtva’nupravisati 
(ii.  i.  2 1 ) .  Cp.  Descartes  :  "If  I  were  myself  the  author  of  my  being,  I 
should  have  bestowed  on  myself  every  perfection  of  which  I  possess  the 
idea,  and  I  should  thus  be  God  ’’  (. Meditations ,  p.  iii) 

s  See  S.B.,  ii.  i.  22  ;  iv.  1.  23  and  2,1. 

13* 
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by  revelation  and  not  inference."  When  we  rely  on  scriptural  state¬ 
ments,  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  conform  to  experience.1  An 
efficient  cause,  according  to  the  Nyaya  philosophy,  is  that  whose  know¬ 
ledge,  desire  and  effort  are  necessary  to  bring  about  the  product.  The 
Vedantin  admits  only  knowledge  which  is  self-sufficient  and  not  desire 
and  effort  which  assume  a  prior  desire  and  a  prior  effort  ad  infinitum. 
It  is  argued  that  Isvara  cannot  be  the  cause  of  the  world  since  there  is 
a  difference  of  nature  (vilaksanatvam)  between  the  cause  and  the  effect. 
A  piece  of  gold  cannot  be  the  cause  of  a  vessel  of  clay  ;  so  ffivara  pure 
and  spiritual  cannot  be  the  cause  of  the  world,  which  is  impure  and 
unspiritual.3  Samkara  replies  that  unconscious  objects  frequently 
take  their  rise  from  conscious  beings,  such  as  hairs  and  nails  from  men. 
From  the  inanimate  dung,  the  animate  dung-beetle  comes  forth.  If 
it  is  urged  that  in  these  cases,  in  spite  of  apparent  diversity,  there 
is  fundamental  identity,  since  both  of  these  spring  from  the  earth, 
Samkara  replies  that  Isvara  and  the  world  have  the  common  charac¬ 
teristic  of  being,  or  satta.  The  two  are  not  totally  different,  and  if 
Isvara  has  a  certain  superiority  (atiSaya),  it  is  not  surprising,  since  the 
cause  everywhere  has  this  feature. 3 

Another  objection  states  that  if  the  world  issues  from  and  returns 
to  Isvara,  then,  on  its  return,  the  qualities  of  the  world  such  as 
materiality,  compositeness,  non-intelligence,  limitedness,  impurity,  etc., 
must  defile  Isvara. 4  Samkara  says  in  reply  that  when  the  effects 
return  to  their  causes,  they  lose  their  specific  qualities  and  merge  in 
their  cause,  as  when  gold  ornaments  return  to  gold.  It  is  not  a  true 
return,  if  the  effect  retains  its  qualities,  even  when  withdrawn  into 
the  cause. 5  If  it  is  said  that,  as  the  world  loses  its  special  qualities 
and  gets  absorbed  into  Isvara,  there  is  then  no  reason  for  it  to  go  forth 
again,  differentiated  into  the  enjoyers  and  the  enjoyed  which  we  have 
in  every  new  world-period,  Samkara  answers  this  objection  by  an 
analogy.  “  As  the  soul  in  deep  sleep  and  meditation  returns  (tem¬ 
porarily)  into  its  original  unity,  but  on  waking  from  these  states 
returns  to  its  individual  existence  so  long  as  it  is  not  free  from  avidya, 
so  also  is  it  with  the  return  into  Isvara."  6  The  force  of  differentiation 
continues  in  Isvara,  though  it  is  not  manifested,  when  the  world  is 
withdrawn  into  him.  The  basis  of  the  recurring  return  of  the  world 
into  existence  is  in  the  works  performed  in  former  lives  which  require 
to  be  atoned  for.  The  liberated  do  not  return  since  the  condition  of 
rebirth,  viz.,  false  knowledge,  is  absent  in  their  case. 7  Strictly  speak¬ 
ing,  there  is  no  creation  at  all  since  samsara  is  beginningless  and  end¬ 
less.  Creation  and  destruction  are  stages  in  the  process  of  samsara 
which  is  from  eternity  to  eternity.  At  the  beginning  of  every  kalpa 


’  Na  avasyarh  tasya  yathadrsfam  eva  sarvam  abhyupagantavyarn.  Sec 
also  D.S.V.,  pp.  92-93. 

2  S.B.,  ii.  1.  4.  3  S.B.,  ii.  1.  6. 

4  Sthaulya,  savayavatva,  acetanatva,  paricchinnatvasuddhyadi. 

5  S.B.,  ii.  1.9.  6  S.B.,  ii.  1.  9.  7  S.B.,  ii.  1.  9. 
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(world  period)  we  have  the  unpacking  of  the  original  complex  which 
contains  within  itself  the  whole  range  of  diversity.  There  is  con¬ 
tinuity  between  the  past  and  the  present,  between  the  state  of  destruc¬ 
tion  and  the  state  of  creation  which  succeeds  it.  If  the  supreme 
Isvara  and  the  individual  jiva  are  related  as  whole  and  part,  the  former 
should  be  subject  to  pain,  whenever  the  jiva  suffers.  To  get  over  this 
difficulty,  the  relation  of  whole  and  part  is  interpreted  as  one  of 
original  and  reflection.  Any  injury  to  the  reflection  does  not  affect 
the  original. 

It  is  said  that  God  cannot  be  the  cause  of  the  world  where  some 
are  treated  well  and  some  ill,  and  he  who  inflicts  such  varying  lots  on 
his  creatures  is  unjust  and  cruel.1  The  difficulty  is  overcome  by  the 
recognition  of  the  law  of  karma.  God  does  not  act  arbitrarily,  but 
acts  with  reference  to  the  good  and  evil  works  of  each  creature  in  its 
earlier  births.  God  brings  about  a  creation  suited  to  the  deeds  of 
men.  Since  the  world  is  only  a  scene  of  atonement  for  the  works  of 
an  earlier  existence,  the  role  of  God  as  creator  is  a  secondary  one. 
We  cannot  attribute  to  the  gardener  what  is  due  to  the  vital  forces 
of  the  plant.  Samkara  compares  God  to  rain  which  helps  the  plants 
to  grow,  while  what  they  grow  into  depends  not  on  the  rain  but  on  the 
nature  of  the  seed.  Each  individual’s  new  life  is  determined  by  the 
moral  quality  of  his  acts.2  But  it  may  be  asked,  Why  did  not  God 
create  a  world  free  from  suffering,  misery,  at  the  very  beginning,  when 
there  was  neither  merit  nor  demerit  in  the  individuals  to  determine 
his  action.  This  leads  to  circular  reasoning.  Samkara  says  :  "  Without 
merit  and  demerit,  no  one  can  come  into  existence  ;  again,  without 
an  individual  no  merit  and  demerit  can  exist,  so  that  on  the  doctrine 
of  the  world  having  a  beginning  we  are  led  into  a  logical  see-saw.”  3 
The  world  is  beginningless  (anadi).4  Each  existence  in  it  owes  its 
nature  to  some  prior  existence.  Even  in  periodical  creations  and 
returns  the  law  of  karma  is  observed,  and  samsara  in  a  subtle  or  gross 
form  subsists  in  the  nature  of  God.  Prakrti,  or  the  principle  of  the 
world,  which  is  itself  no  effect  and  is  therefore  superior  to  all  effects,  5 
exists  in  him.  The  spring  has  no  source  outside  Bvara,  and  so  maya 
or  prakrti  is  made  a  part  of  the  nature  of  God.  ISvara,  i.e.  Brahman 
associated  with  prakrti,  is  the  efficient  and  the  material  cause  of  the 
world.  The  world  as  the  effect  of  l^vara  persists  even  before  it  is 
created  in  the  form  of  the  causal  self  (karanatmana),  even  as  it  persists 
through  his  power  in  creation.6  Even  prior  to  creation  the  namarupa 
(name  and  form)  is  the  object  of  Isvara’s  knowledge. 7 

The  Upanisads  believe  in  the  immanence  of  God.  They  declare 
that  God  is  not  separated  from  the  individual  soul,  but,  by  means  of 


■  S.B.,  ii.  i.  34.  3  S.B.,  i.  3.  39.  3  S.B.,  ii.  1.  36. 

0  S.B.,  ii.  3.  42. 

5  Sarvasmad  vikarat  paro  yo  'vikarah  (S.B.,  i.  2.  22). 

6  S.B.,  ii.  1.  6.  See  S.B.  on  Kafha  Up.,  iii.  11  ;  Chan.,  viii.  14.  1. 

7  S.B.,  i.  1.  5 
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it,  he  himself  has  entered  into  nature.  “  As  the  absolutely  pure  he 
would  not  enter  the  impure  body  with  his  own  self,  and  even  if  he  had 
done  so,  he  would  leave  it  remembering  that  he  himself  had  made  it. 
Without  any  trouble,  the  soul  in  whose  form  God  entered  the  world 
would  put  an  end  to  the  world,  even  as  the  magician  does  to  the 
glamour  produced  by  himself.  Since  this  does  not  occur,  it  follows 
that  the  world  is  not  created  by  a  spiritual  being  who  knows  what  is 
good  for  himself.”  1  Samkara  answers  this  objection  by  pointing  to 
the  production  of  different  kinds  of  effects  from  one  cause.  The  same 
earth  brings  forth  many  kinds  of  stones,  costly  jewels  as  well  as 
ordinary  stones.  So  also  from  one  God  a  variety  of  souls  and  effects 
follow.2 

Isvara  creates  without  implements.  He  is  able  to  transform  him¬ 
self  into  manifold  effects  by  his  great  powers. 3  No  outside  co-operation 
is  necessary  for  God  who  possesses  all  the  necessary  powers  perfect 
within  himself.  It  is  said  that  God  and  the  rsis  can  create  many 
things  through  the  sheer  force  of  meditation,  without  the  aid  of  any¬ 
thing  external. 4  His  work  of  creation  is  not  like  human  acts. 5  By 
the  specific  quality  of  his  nature,  God  transforms  himself  into  the 
world  even  as  milk  is  changed  into  curd.6  Since  the  manifold  world 
arises  from  Isvara,  the  latter  is  assigned  a  multiplicity  of  powers. 7 
If  Isvara  is  essentially  free,  he  cannot  be  under  any  compulsion  to 
create.  God  has  no  imperfections,  no  unfulfilled  desires.  The  attri¬ 
bution  of  any  motive  (prayojana)  to  God  conflicts  with  his  all- 
sufficiency.8  If  the  world  issued  for  some  purpose  or  expressed  some 
desire  or  fulfilled  some  want,  then  it  would  betray  a  sense  of  need  and 
incompleteness  in  the  Supreme.  If  he  created  with  no  definite  aim, 
then  his  acts  would  be  no  better  than  a  child’s.  If  God  were  the  sole 
cause,  the  whole  effect  should  have  been  present  at  once ;  but,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  we  have  a  slowly  unfolding  growth  which  seems  to 
indicate  different  causes  for  different  stages.  It  is  said  in  reply  that 
action  is  not  necessarily  determined  from  without.  It  may  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  motives  intrinsic  to  the  activity  itself.  So  it  is  said  that 
“  the  activity  of  the  Lord  may  be  supposed  to  be  mere  sport  (111a,) 
proceeding  from  his  own  nature,  without  reference  to  any  purpose.”  9 
The  creative  activity  of  Isvara  is  the  undesired  overflow  of  his  per¬ 
fection,  which  cannot  rest  sterilely  in  itself.  The  conception  of  Ilia 
conveys  a  number  of  suggestions.  The  act  of  creation  is  not  motived 


1  S.B.,  ii.  i.  21.  »  S.B.,  ii.  i.  23. 

3  Paripurnasaktikam  (S.B.,  ii.  1.  24). 

4  ii.  1.  25,  31.  5  S.B.,  i.  4.  27. 

6  Ksiravad  dravyasvabhavavisesat  (S.B.,  ii.  1.  24).  The  analogy  of 
milk  is  unsound,  since  the  change  of  milk  into  curds  requires  the  association 
of  warmth.  7  S.B.,  ii.  1.  30. 

8  N ityaparitrptatvam  (S.B.,  ii.  1.  32-33).  Brahman  is  praptakamah  of 
realised  purpose,  and  so  the  ^Geology  of  finite  consciousness  cannot  apply 
to  him.  9  S.B.,  ii.  1.  33. 
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by  any  selfish  interest.  It  is  the  spontaneous  overflow  of  God’s  nature 
(svabhava),  even  as  it  is  the  nature  of  mrj  to  breathe  in  and  out.1 
God  cannot  help  creating.  The  work  of  the  world  is  not  the  result 
of  chance  or  thoughtlessness,  but  is  simply  the  outcome  of  God’s  nature. 
Out  of  the  fulness  of  his  joy,  God  scatters  abroad  life  and  power.2 3 4 5 
Samkara  does  not  regard  the  infinite  as  something  which  exists  in 
itself  first  and  then  feels  itself  under  a  necessity  to  go  out  into  the 
finite.  He  creates  out  of  the  abundance  of  his  joy  and  for  the  fulfil¬ 
ment  of  the  demands  of  morality.  By  looking  upon  creation  as  the 
cosmic  game  in  which  the  Supreme  indulges,  Samkara  brings  out 
the  purposiveness,  rationality,  ease  and  effortlessness  with  which  the 
creation  is  sustained.  The  liberated  are  called  upon  to  share  the  joy 
of  I&vara.  The  finite  centres  are  distinguishable  not  from  but  within 
the  whole,  and  the  whole  is  also  the  ideal  for  the  selves  to  attain  to. 
Even  things  that  seem  to  be  unspiritual  and  unreasonable  belong  to 
the  whole.  The  life  of  Isvara  throbs  in  all  parts  unifying  and  con¬ 
taining  all.  “  All  living  creatures  from  Brahma  down  to  plants  are 
regarded  as  my  body.”  3  l£vara  and  the  world,  the  cause  and  the 
effect,  are  identical.  They  are  not  identical  as  forms  or  modifications, 
but  are  identical  in  their  fundamental  nature  of  Brahman.  The  world 
in  creation  is  developed  in  name  and  form,  while  it  is  in  an  undeveloped 
state  in  dissolution.  Creation  is  the  expression  in  the  plane  of 
space-time  of  what  exists  already  in  God. 4  At  the  end  of  each  of 
the  world  periods  (kalpas)  Hvara  takes  back  the  whole  world,  i.e. 
the  material  world  becomes  merged  in  non-distinct  prakrti,  while 
the  individual  souls,  free  for  the  time  being  from  actual  connec¬ 
tion  with  upadhis,  lie  in  deep  slumber  as  it  were.  But  as  the  con¬ 
sequences  of  their  deeds  are  not  yet  exhausted,  they  have  again  to 
enter  an  embodied  existence  as  soon  as  ISvara  sends  forth  a  new 
material  world.  Then  the  old  round  of  birth,  action  and  death, 
etc.,  begins  anew. 5 

The  individual  souls  which  are  different  from  one  another  are 
regarded  as  parts  of  I&vara,  which  are,  however,  not  confused.  The 

i  S.B.,  ii.  i.  33. 

1  Cp.  with  this  the  Plotinian  conception  of  Spirit  as  overflowing  per¬ 
fection. 

3  Upadesasahasrl ,  ix.  4  ;  Daksindmurti  Stotra,  p.  q. 

4  Cp.  Emily  Bronte  : 

“  Though  earth  and  man  were  gone, 

And  suns  and  universes  ceased  to  be, 

And  Thou  wert  left  alone, 

Every  existence  would  exist  in  Thee.” 

5  The  one  supreme  Lord  is  called  Brahma,  Visnu  and  Siva  according 
as  he  is  creating,  preserving  and  withdrawing  the  whole  universe.  Creation 
(srsfi)  is  the  function  of  Isvara  enveloped  in  sattva  or  Brahma.  Withdrawal 
(pralaya)  is  the  function  of  Isvara  enveloped  in  tamas  or  Siva,  while  sub¬ 
sistence  (sthiti),  with  its  upward  and  downward  tendencies,  is  the  function 
of  Isvara  enveloped  in  rajas  or  Visnu. 
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works  and  fruits  of  different  souls,  which  at  death  return  to  their  source 
and  proceed  out  again  to  a  new  existence,1  do  not  intermingle.2  The 
individual  soul  as  identified  with  the  material  body  is  the  jiva,  or  the 
dehin,  or  the  embodied.  The  unity  of  all  these  jivas,  the  collective 
or  cosmic  self  in  the  waking  state,  is  Viraj  or  Vai£vanara.  As  identified 
with  the  subtle  body  as  in  the  dream  state,  the  individual  is  the  lingin, 
or  the  taijasa.  The  unity  of  all  the  taijasas  or  subtle  selves  is 
Hiranyagarbha  or  Sutratman.3  Lastly,  as  identified  with  the  karana- 
6arira,  the  individual  is  called  prajna,  and  the  unity  of  all  prajnas  is 
Isvara.  The  individual  in  the  state  of  dreamless  sleep  has  still  the 
element  of  duality.  He  has  buddhi,  the  spring  of  thought  and  volition. 
Isvara,  in  the  state  of  withdrawal,  is  like  the  jiva  in  susupti,  connected 
with  the  principle  of  duality,  though  it  is  not  manifested.  Isvara  is 
Brahman  enclosed  in  pure  buddhi.  He  has  the  three  gunas,  and  is 
also  said  to  transcend  them.  He  is  said  to  be  invested  with  a  trans¬ 
parent  body  of  pure  sattva.  From  Isvara  to  Viraj,  from  dreamless 
sleep  to  waking,  from  prajna  to  dehin  is  the  order  of  srsti  (creation), 
or  progressive  materialisation,  the  reverse  being  that  of  pralaya, 
or  progressive  idealisation.  Samkara  admits  actual  transformation 
(parinama)  in  the  phenomenal  world,  though  he  employs  the  con¬ 
ception  of  appearance  (vivarta)  to  indicate  the  relation  of  the  world 
to  Brahman. 

A  material  cause  is  that  which  brings  about  a  product  not  different 
from  the  cause. 4  The  world  is  not  different  from  Brahman,  which  as 
the  existent  (sadrupena)  appears  to  undergo  change  ;  it  is  also 
different  from  avidya,  which  as  the  non-intelligent  (jadena)  undergoes 
change.  The  world  thus  is  a  mixture  of  Brahman  and  maya.  While 
Samkara  is  explicit  that  Hvara  is  the  efficient  as  well  as  the  material 
cause  of  the  universe, 5  in  later  Advaita  differences  arise.  According 
to  the  Veddntaparibhasa,  the  cause  of  the  evolution  of  the  world  is 
maya  and  not  Brahman.*  Vacaspati  holds  that  while  Brahman  is 
the  cause,  maya  is  the  auxiliary  (sahakari).  Brahman  looked  at  as 
an  object  by  the  individuals  affected  by  maya  is  the  non-intelligent 
world,  and  is  said  to  be  the  cause  of  it. 7  But  this  view  takes  for  granted 
the  maya  which  affects  the  jivas.  The  insentience  (jadata)  of  the  world 
must  be  due  to  something  else  than  Brahman  pure  and  simple,  and  it 
is  perhaps  better  to  say  that  the  world  with  its  finite-infinite  nature 
is  to  be  traced  to  Brahman-maya ;  and  since  we  are  not  in  a  position 
to  account  for  the  relation  of  the  world  to  Brahman,  we  may  say 
that  Brahman  is  the  substratum  of  the  world  which  is  a  product  of 


x  Chan.  Up.,  vi.  io.  *  S.B.,  ii.  3.  49.  3  S.B.,  li.  3.  15. 

«  Svabhinuakaryajanakatvam  upauanatvam. 

5  A  view  which  is  supported  by  Vivarana. 

6  Prapancasya  parinamy  upad&nam  maya-  na  brahmety,  siddhantah. 

7  Vacaspatimisras  tu,  jivasrtamayavisayikrtam  brahm  a  svata  eva  jadya- 
Srayaprapancakarena  vivartamanatayopadanam  iti  mayasahakarimatrarn 
(S.L.S.,  i). 
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maya.  This  view  is  adopted  by  Padarthatattvanirnaya.'1  The  author  of 
Siddhantamuktdvali  feels  strongly  against  subjecting  Brahman  to  any 
kind  of  relation,  and  so  holds  that  maya  alone  is  the  cause  of  the  world. 
The  author  of  SamksepasarTraka  regards  the  absolute  Brahman  as  the 
material  cause  of  the  world,  since  all  that  is  must  belong  to  the  one 
reality.  Others  who  decline  to  attribute  any  kind  of  relation  to 
Brahman,  look  upon  Isvara,  i.e.  Brahman  as  related  to  maya,  as  the 
material  cause.3  If  material  causality  is  attributed  to  the  absolute 
Brahman,  it  is  only  accidentally  (tatasthataya).  Vidyaranya  holds 
that  the  cause  which  changes  into  the  world  is  maya, 3  while  that  which 
is  the  basis  of  the  world  is  the  pure  consciousness  limited  by  maya. 4 
There  are  thinkers  who  believe  that  the  gross  objective  world  is  the 
effect  of  Isvara’s  maya,  while  the  subtle  world  of  mind,  sense,  etc.,  is 
the  product  of  the  individual  jiva,  aided  by  the  maya  of  God. 5  There 
are  others  who  attribute  the  subjective  world  to  the  force  of  avidya, 
and  do  not  find  any  necessity  for  the  co-operation  of  Isvara’s  maya, 
assigning  to  the  latter  only  the  elemental  universe.  When  we  look  at 
the  question  from  the  two  different  points  of  view,  objective  and 
subjective,  Brahman  is  the  basis  on  which  the  objective  world  is 
imposed,  while  Atman  is  the  basis  on  which  the  subjective  is  imposed. 
While  the  ultimate  reality  is  the  material  cause  of  the  entire  practical 
world  of  sense  and  activity,  the  jiva  is  the  material  cause  of  the  world 
of  apparent  things  and  of  the  dream  world.  While  all  these  views 
refuse  to  make  the  world  the  product  of  the  individual  subject  or  the 
jiva,  there  are  some  thinkers  who  are  of  opinion  that  the  jiva  is  the 
material  cause  of  all,  projecting  within  itself  the  whole  order  of  things 
from  Isvara  downwards,  even  as  it  projects  a  dream  world.6 


XXVIII 

The  Phenomenal  Character  of  Isvara 

It  is  indifferent  whether  we  say  that  Brahman,  cast  in  the 
moulds  of  logic,  is  the  world  of  experience  or  that  it  is  Isvara. 

1  Prapance  ubhayor  api  maya  brahmanor  upadanatvam  ;  tatra  ca 
parinamitaya  mayaya  upadanatvam  ;  adhisfhanataya  ca  brahmana  upa¬ 
danatvam.  Brahmavivartamanataya,  avidyaparinamamanataya  upadanam 
(Commentary  on  S.L.S.,  i). 

1  Vivarana,  which  takes  its  stand  on  S.B.,  i.  i.  20  ;  i.  2.  i. 

J  Parinamyupadanata. 

4  Vivartopadanata  is  attributed  to  may°Pahitacaitanyam. 

5  Viyadadiprapanca  Isvarasrstamayaparinama  iti ;  tatra  Isvara  upa¬ 
danam  ;  an tahkaran adikam  tu,  Isvarasrtamayaparinama  mahabhutopasrsta- 
jlvavidyakrtabhutasuksma  karyam  iti,  tatrobhayor  upadanatvam  (S.L.S.,  i). 

6  Appayadiksita  describes  their  position  thus  :  “  Jiva  eva  svapna- 

drasfrvat  svasminn  isvaradisarvakalpakatvena  sarvakaranam  ity  api  kecit. 
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Isvara  is  all-comprehensive  and  contains  within  himself  all 
that  exists,  potentially  in  pralaya  and  actually  in  creation. 
There  does  not  seem  to  be  much  point  in  Deussen’s  obser¬ 
vation,  that  Samkara  did  not  carefully  distinguish  Brahman, 
the  undifferentiated,  from  the  phenomenal  world  on  the  one 
hand,  and  Isvara  on  the  other.  He  says  :  “  This  undifferen¬ 
tiated  Brahman  has  two  contraries  :  first  the  forms  of  the 
phenomenal  world,  as  Brahman,  conditioned  by  upadhis, 
appears  ;  then  the  imperfect  figurative  ideas,  which  we  form 
of  the  Godhead,  in  order  to  bring  it  nearer  to  our  under¬ 
standing  and  our  worship.  It  is  strange  that  between  these 
two  contraries  of  the  undifferentiated  Brahman,  however  wide 
apart  they  naturally  are,  Samkara  draws  no  sharp  distinction, 
and  even  if,  according  to  one  passage,  it  seems  as  if  he  saw 
in  the  phenomenal  forms  the  basis  (alambanam)  of  the  presen¬ 
tation  forms,  yet  from  the  continual  intermingling  of  the  two 
...  it  follows  that  our  author  never  became  clearly  conscious 
of  the  difference  between  them.”  1  Deussen  agrees  that 
Samkara  referred  to  this  distinction  in  one  passage 2  and 
dismissed  it  as  meaningless  (vyartha).  The  whole  phenomenal 
world  is  the  appearance  of  Brahman.  Brahman,  on  which 
all  rests,  becomes  Isvara,  which  includes  all,  when  shaped  by 
the  phenomenal  forms.  The  distinction  between  the  infinite 
Isvara  on  the  one  side  and  the  individual  souls  on  the  other 
is  a  distinction  of  different  members  of  a  whole,  analogous 
to  that  between  the  kingdoms  of  Magadha  and  Vaideha, 
which  belong  to  the  same  world.  3  When  Brahman  the 
real  is  conceived  as  Brahman  the  samsara,  God,  man 
and  the  world  (Isvara,  jiva,  prapanca)  become  the  chief 
elements. 

Theoretical  philosophy,  interested  in  deducing  the  world 
of  being  from  the  first  principle  of  an  absolute  self  which 
has  nothing  contingent  about  it,  is  obliged,  whether  in  East 
or  West,  to  accept  some  principle  of  self-expression  (may a), 
of  objectivity  (prakrti).  In  European  thought  Kant  con¬ 
tended  that  there  was  no  experience  apart  from  the  trans¬ 
cendental  unity  of  apperception,  and  yet  he  made  this  purely 
formal,  and  so  failed  to  derive  the  whole  of  experience  from  it. 
By  regarding  experience  as  an  interaction  between  the  trans- 


‘  D.S.V.,  pp.  205-206. 


3  S.B..  iii.  2.  31. 


’  S.B..  iii.  2.  21. 
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cendental  unity  of  apperception  and  the  things  in  themselves, 
he  introduced  into  his  system  an  element  of  irrational  con¬ 
tingency.  Fichte  accepts  from  Kant  the  central  truth  that 
all  experience  is  only  for  a  subject,  and  attempts  to  develop 
the  whole  of  experience  from  it.  He  holds  that  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  subject  there  is  no  intrusion  of  a  foreign  factor, 
but  every  step  is  determined  from  within.  The  absolute 
subject  gives  itself  an  “  other  ”  in  the  very  act  of  self-positing. 
The  self  cannot  affirm  or  posit  itself  except  by  oppositing  or 
distinguishing  from  itself  a  not-self.  The  element  of  otherness 
is  brought  about  within  the  very  being  of  the  self.  Gradually 
we  have  the  differentiation  of  the  absolute  self  into  a  multi¬ 
plicity  of  finite  egos  at  once  other  than  itself  and  modes  of 
itself.  The  self  of  Fichte  has  thus  to  throw  up  from  itself 
a  check  or  an  impediment,  a  not-self,  as  the  very  condition 
of  its  becoming  aware  of  its  activity.  The  self  limitation  of 
the  primal  consciousness,  or  the  rise  of  the  obstacle  against 
which  the  self  breaks  itself,  has  to  be  assumed,  however 
incomprehensible  it  may  be.  Similarly  in  the  conception  of 
Isvara  we  have,  besides  the  absolute  Brahman,  the  element  of 
objectivity  or  prakrti,  self-expression  or  maya. 

When  we  start  from  the  human  end,  we  must  offer  some 
explanation  of  the  world  of  becoming.  It  cannot  be  due  to 
Brahman,  which  is  immutable.  If  Brahman  itself  changes,  it 
ceases  to  be  Brahman.  If  it  never  ceases  to  be  itself,  i.e.  never 
changes,  the  change  we  come  across  remains  unexplained. 
The  changing  universe  cannot  be  traced  to  prakrti,  which  is 
unintelligent.  While  Brahman  stands  for  being,  prakrti 
stands  for  becoming.  But  to  posit  prakrti  by  the  side  of 
Brahman  as  an  ultimate  category  would  be  to  limit  the  nature 
of  Brahman,  which  has  no  second,  nothing  outside  ;  but  if 
no  second  is  posited,  the  explanation  of  the  world  becomes 
difficult.  The  only  way  is  through  the  recognition  of  a 
saguna  Brahman  or  changing  Brahman,  an  Isvara  who  com¬ 
bines  within  himself  the  natures  of  both  being  and  becoming, 
the  unattached  Brahman  and  the  unconscious  prakrti.  The 
indeterminate  for  thought  becomes  the  self-determined.  The 
primal  unity  goes  out  of  itself  and  produces  a  manifestation 
relatively  independent  of  it  The  pure,  simple,  self-subsistent 
Absolute  becomes  the  personal  Lord,  the  principle  of  being 
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in  the  universe  binding  all  things  to  each  other  in  binding 
them  to  himself  Brahman  is  what  is  beyond  both  subject 
and  object.  When  it  becomes  subject  dealing  with  an  object, 
we  have  Isvara,  the  Logos,  the  one-many.  The  blank  objec¬ 
tivity  or  prakrti,  develops  the  whole  world  through  the  power 
of  the  subject,  God.  By  itself  prakrti  or  the  object,  has  no 
existence  or  meaning.  It  is  unintelligent,  and  so  cannot 
cause  anything  without  the  aid  of  an  intelligent  spirit.  It  is 
merely  the  other  of  the  subject  and  the  world  is  the  heterisation 
or  the  othering  of  Isvara,  the  self-conscious  Brahman.  Isvara 
combines  the  two  principles  of  Brahman  and  prakrti.  He  is 
not  pure  consciousness  (caitanya)  but  a  self-conscious  person¬ 
ality.  “  He  designed  (aiksata),  I  will  become  many,  I  will 
procreate.”  1  Knowledge,  self-consciousness  and  personality 
are  possible  only  if  there  are  objects.  Omniscience  (sarva- 
jnatva)  characterises  God,  though  its  possibility  is  explained 
in  different  ways.2 3  The  nature  of  Brahman  is  jnana,  or  know¬ 
ledge.  This  takes  the  shape  of  an  effect  when  it  is  limited  by 
an  object  to  be  known.  Then  in  relation  to  that  object  is 
Brahman  known  as  Vijnatr,  or  the  subject  of  knowledge.  In 
other  words,  Brahman,  whose  nature  is  knowledge,  becomes 
a  knower,  when  he  is  confronted  with  an  object  to  be  known. 3 
Samkara  agrees  with  Ramanuja  and  Hegel  in  thinking  that 
a  not-self  remains  an  integral  element  of  personality.  Only, 
while  they  regard  the  conception  of  personality  as  the  highest, 
Samkara  declares  that  we  are  in  the  world  of  phenomena,  so 
long  as  we  have  the  consciousness  of  not-self.  To  reach  the 
real,  we  must  transcend  this  distinction.  When  pure  being 
becomes  related  being,  its  first  relation  must  be  to  something 
different  from  being.  That  which  is  different  from  being  is 

1  Chan.,  vi.  2.  3.  See  also  Ait.,  i.  1.  1  ;  Prasna,  vi.  3.  4  ;  Mund.,  1.  1.9. 

2  Bharatitirtha  makes  out  that  Isvara  is  conditioned  by  maya,  in  which 
abide  the  subtle  impressions  of  the  minds  of  all  creatures.  The  author  of 
Prakatartha  agrees  with  this,  and  remarks  that  as  maya  is  coextensive  with 
the  phenomenal  world,  past,  present  and  future,  it  enables  its  possessor 
to  have  all-comprehensive  knowledge.  The  author  of  Tativasuddhi  observes 
that  God’s  knowledge  need  not  always  be  direct.  While  the  whole  of  the 
present  world  is  directly  cognised  by  God,  he  may  remember  the  past  and 
anticipate  the  future.  The  author  of  Kaumudi  holds  that  God  as  having 
the  characteristics  of  Brahman  is  the  illuminator  of  all  objects.  See  S.B., 
i.  4.  9,  and  Siddhdntalesa,  i. 

3  This  is  the  view  of  Vacaspati  also. 
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not-being.1  Is  vara,  who  is  different  from  Brahman,  or  the 
unbroken  energy  of  light,  is  the  light  affirming  itself  in  and 
through  darkness.  He  is  the  principle  of  truth  creating  order 
of  chaos,  the  spirit  of  God  brooding  on  the  face  of  the  waters.2 
The  darkness  tries  to  overwhelm  and  eclipse  the  light  and 
seeks  to  cover  all,  and  the  light  is  always  busy  overtaking  the 
darkness.  While  there  is  an  essential  antagonism  between 
Brahman  and  darkness,  between  Isvara  and  darkness,  there 
is  struggle  and  ultimate  victory  of  light  over  darkness. 
Isvara  is  thus  the  mediating  principle  between  Brahman  and 
the  world,  sharing  the  natures  of  both.  He  is  one  with 
Brahman,  and  yet  related  to  the  object  world.  Samkara  holds 
that  even  before  creation,  the  personal  Isvara  has  an  object 
in  “  the  names  and  forms  which  are  neither  to  be  defined  as 
beings  nor  as  their  opposites,  which  are  not  evolved  though 
striving  towards  evolution.”  3  We  have  here  the  ultimate 
spirit  viewed  as  ego  contemplating  the  non-ego  as  its  object. 
For  Isvara,  changelessness  and  inactivity  are  impossible.  As 
real  in  the  empirical  sense,  he  must  be  ever  acting,  losing 
himself  to  find  himself,  going  out  to  the  universe  and  returning 
to  himself  through  the  universe.  He  who  does  nothing  and 
stands  aloof  from  the  world  is  not  God,  not  at  any  rate  a  God 
of  love.  Love  lives  in  the  life  of  its  objects,  exhibiting  the 
sorrow  though  not  the  guilt  of  wrong-doing  and  sin  and  the 
joy  of  righteous  living.  For  Samkara,  as  for  many  other 
philosophers,  a  self-conscious  being  which  has  no  object, 
which  does  not  possess  its  opposite  and  does  not  affirm  its 
unity  in  terms  of  it,  is  impossible.  It  is  through  its  manifes¬ 
tations  or  objects  that  a  self-conscious  personality  lives,  moves 
and  has  its  being.  Yet  it  is  necessary  to  hold  that  it  is  in 
no  way  affected  by  the  changes  of  its  object,  a  thesis  which 
it  is  difficult  to  maintain.  The  events  of  nature  and  the 
change  of  souls  bring  about  alterations  in  the  nature  of 
Isvara.  The  Vedantaparibhasa  openly  admits  that  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  living  beings  produce  various  modifications  of  maya 

*  Cp.  “And  the  light  shineth  in  darkness"  (St.  John  i.  5).  Bishop 

Westcott,  commenting  on  it,  writes  :  “  Side  by  side  with  the  light,  the 

darkness  appears  suddenly  and  without  preparation  "  (The  Gospel  according 
to  St.  John,  p.  5). 

*  See  Introduction,  S.B.G. 

3  S.B.,  i.  1.  5.  “  Anirvacaniye,  namarupe  avyakrte  vyacikir?ite." 
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or  prakrti,  which  is  the  upadhi  or  the  body  of  Isvara.1  The 
appearance  and  disappearance  of  the  world  shows  that  the 
Divine  nature  undergoes  change,  contraction  and  expansion. 
So  long  as  creation  and  destruction  are  real  movements  in  the 
life  of  God,  the  latter  is  not  above  time  but  is  subject  to  time  ; 
so  that,  even  as  creation  and  destruction  belong  to  the 
empirical  world,  Isvara  belongs  to  it.  We  employ  the  category 
of  change  which  demands  a  permanence  and  argue  that  Isvara 
is  the  permanent  background,  to  whose  body  these  changes 
pertain.2 3 4 5  Isvara  assumes  an  undeveloped  subtle  body,  forming 
the  seed  plot  for  names  and  forms,  and  serving  as  the  ground¬ 
work  for  the  Lord,  and  yet  only  as  a  limitation  ascribed  to 
himself.  3  The  admission  of  a  formless  matter  co-eternal 
with  God  clearly  involves  limitations  on  the  infinity  of  God. 
To  say  that  the  limitations  are  not  those  of  an  external,  more 
or  less  intractable  material,  does  not  help  us  much. 

While  the  saguna  Brahman  changes,  it  is  maintained  that  it  still 
remains  within  its  constitutive  idea,  so  that  the  alterations  are  all  in 
the  accidents  and  not  in  the  essentials.  Isvara’s  oneness  is  not  impaired 
by  self-expression  in  the  many. 4  “  As  the  magician  is  not  affected 

by  the  maya  which  he  has  himself  created,  since  it  is  unreal,  so  also 
the  Supreme  is  not  affected  by  the  maya  of  samsara."  5  Thus  Samkara 
attempts  to  combine  the  ideas  of  the  negation  of  the  finite  and  the 
presupposition  of  the  finite  in  his  conception  of  Dvara.  The  charge 
against  Spinoza  that  he  reduces  the  Absolute  to  a  mere  blank  of 
indeterminate  being,  which  he  inconsistently  transforms  into  the 
self-determining  God,  has  no  force  against  Samkara,  who  commits  no 
such  sublime  inconsequence.  He  is  clearly  conscious  that  the  negation 
of  all  the  determinations  of  the  finite  can  give  us  only  an  abstract 
being  of  which  nothing  can  be  said  except  that  it  is.  So  long  as  we 

1  Srjyamanapranikarmavasena  paramesvaropadhibhutamayayam  vrtti- 
viSesa  idam  idanlm  srasfavyam,  idam  idanlm  palayitavyam,  idam  idanlm 
samhartavyam  ityadyakara  jayante,  tasam  ca  vrttlnarh  saditvat  tatprati- 
bimbitacaitanyam  api  sadity  ucyate  (i). 

*  S.B.,  ii.  1.4.  In  the  Daksinamurti  Stotra  it  is  said  :  “  All  that  is 
moving  or  unmoving  in  the  universe — earth,  water,  air,  fire,  ether,  the  sun, 
the  moon  and  the  spirit — is  but  the  eightfold  form  of  Him,  and  there  is 
nothing  whatever  which  on  reflection  is  other  than  the  Supreme  Lord.” 

3  Avyakrtam  namarupabijasaktirupam,  bhutasuksmam  isvarasrayam, 
tasyaivopadhibhutam  (S.B.,  i.  2.  22). 

4  Chan.,  viii.  14.  1  ;  vi.  3.  2  ;  Tait.  Ar.,  iii.  12.  7  ;  &vet.  Up.,  vi.  12. 

5  S.B.,  ii.  1.  9.  Yatha  svayarhprasaritaya  mayaya  mayavl  trisv  api  kalesu 
na  samsprsyate  'vastutvat,  evam  paramatmapi  saihsaramayaya  na  sariis- 
prsyata  iti. 
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are  employing  the  methods  of  logic,  the  highest  reality  is  not  the 
indeterminate  Brahman  but  determinate  Bvara,  who  is  the  source  of 
all  the  manifold  changes  of  the  universe.  But  there  is  throughout 
Samkara’s  philosophy  the  pervading  prejudice  against  the  adequacy 
of  logic  and  the  finality  of  its  ideal,  and  so  we  find  that  this  conception 
of  saguna  Brahman,  or  concrete  spirit,  is,  according  to  him,  so  riddled 
with  self-contradictions  and  inconsistencies  that  it  cannot  be  regarded 
as  the  highest  reality. 

That  I&vara  is  the  home  of  all  finite  existence,  the  material  and  the 
efficient  cause  of  the  world,  is  an  assumption.  It  is  quite  easy  to  say 
that  the  concrete  universal  combines  the  reality  of  the  universal  and 
the  particular,  but  the  how  of  it  is  a  mystery.  If  the  relation  of 
identity  and  difference,  permanence  and  change,  is  unintelligible  in 
the  world  of  experience,  it  cannot  become  intelligible  when  applied 
to  ISvara.  Samkara  knows  that  his  view  is  open  to  the  charge  of 
abstract  identity,  but  he  believes  that  identity  and  difference  cannot 
be  logically  related.  How  the  two  can  coexist  he  feels  that  he  does 
not  know.1  The  conception  of  ISvara  as  a  concrete  whole  is  not  so 
much  an  explanation  of  experience  as  a  restatement  of  the  problem. 
Our  experience  has  in  it  the  two  features  of  identity  and  difference,  or 
permanence  and  change.  We  ask  how  is  the  experience,  which  is  a 
complex  of  souls  and  things  and  characterised  by  permanence  and 
change,  to  be  accounted  for,  and  we  answer  that  Isvara  is  the  explana¬ 
tion  of  experience,  since  he  combines  both  these  features  and  has  the 
world  of  souls  and  things  organically  related  to  him.  To  say  that 
they  constitute  his  body  is  not  to  explain  experience.  We  frame  a 
generalised  concept  of  experience  and  call  it  ISvara.  The  explanation 
of  the  experienced  world  is  that  world  itself,  which  in  its  general  terms 
is  called  Isvara.  Ramanuja  and  Hegel  hold  that  the  ultimate  reality 
is  a  one  containing  many.  For  them  the  rational  is  the  real :  God 
and  the  world  are  both  real.  The  indeterminateness  of  intuition  and 
the  mystery  of  reality  do  not  appeal  to  them.  They  are  interested 
not  in  the  real  in  itself  but  the  real  for  thought,  which  has  an  element 
of  negativity  in  it.  The  process  of  thought  consists  in  the  continual 
absorbing  and  transcending  by  mind  of  its  own  discrepant  and 
rebellious  parts.  So  all  spiritual  life  is  an  unceasing  struggle  with 
refractory  elements.  Divine  life  is  regarded  as  an  eternal  activity. 
To  think  of  the  world  as  a  logical  unity  or  a  single  system  is  to  think 
of  it  as  the  manifestation  of  one  perfectly  determinate  principle  in  an 


1  Samkara  would  not  have  found  much  help  in  the  realist  theory  of  the 
reality  of  the  universals  along  with  that  of  the  particulars,  for  the  universals 
of  the  realists  do  not  claim  infinity.  They  are  finite  reals,  though  of  a  different 
order  from  the  particulars,  and  if  God  is  a  universal  of  this  character,  he  can 
realise  himself  in  various  ways  simply  because  he  is  finite.  Were  he  infinite, 
he  coulu  only  act  in  one  way,  or  rather,  Sariikara  would  say,  he  could  not 
act  at  all.  He  could  only  be  and  not  become,  and  there  is  then  no  question 
of  his  activity  or  manifestation. 
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infinity  of  details.  But  we  should  not  overlook  the  difficulties 
attending  this  conception  of  the  highest  as  the  concrete  universal  or 
the  union  of  the  finite  and  the  infinite. 


Samkara  believes  that  the  aim  of  the  scriptural  accounts 
of  creation  is  to  establish  the  identity  of  Brahman  and  the 
world.1  If  the  world  were  not  identical  with  God,  and  if  he 
created  it  as  a  substance  separate  from  himself,  then  he  would 
be  guilty  of  the  charge  of  making  efforts  under  the  influence 
of  motives.  In  other  words,  he  is  no  God  at  all.2  If  he  acts 
in  obedience  to  the  law  of  karma,  then  he  is  limited  by  it. 
We  have  referred  to  Fichte’s  conception  of  the  self  which 
comes  to  self-consciousness  by  breaking  itself,  so  to  speak, 
against  some  obstacle  and  by  being  reflected  back,  as  it  were, 
upon  itself  from  this  obstacle.  Such  a  self  is  really  dependent 
on  its  other,  of  which  it  is  said  to  be  the  source  and  support. 
The  self  cannot  precede  the  world  nor  can  it  survive  it.  If  we 
succeed  in  abolishing  the  not-self,  we  at  the  same  time  succeed 
in  abolishing  the  self.  When  Fichte  becomes  vaguely  aware 
of  these  consequences,  he  rises  to  the  conception  of  a  reality 
which  is  “  neither  subject  nor  object  but  the  ground  of  both.” 
Samkara  recognises  most  clearly  what  Fichte  was  groping 
after,  that  subject  and  object  are  distinctions  of  logic  which 
have  no  meaning  when  we  speak  of  the  source  of  all  logic. 
The  Absolute  is  neither  the  bearer  of  knowledge  nor  the  object 
of  knowledge,  but  knowledge  itself  (jnanam).  If  the  whole 
world  is  regarded  as  an  objectification  of  the  thought  of  God, 
existing  in  order  that  he  might  perpetually  maintain  himself 
as  self-conscious  of  the  world  as  an  object,  then  such  a  God 
is  only  relative  and  not  absolute ;  3  for  “  The  Absolute  does 
not  want  to  make  eyes  at  itself  in  a  mirror  or  like  a  squirrel 
in  a  cage,  to  revolve  the  circle  of  its  own  perfections.”  4 
In  short,  personality  is  not  the  ultimate  category  of  the 
universe.  Plotinus  observes  :  “  All  that  has  self-conscious¬ 
ness  and  self -intellection  is  derivative.”  5  So  beyond  the 

1  Evam  utpattyadisrutlnam  aikatmyavagamaparatvat  (S.B.,  iv.  3.  14). 
See  also  S.B.,  ii.  1.  33. 

»  S.B.,  ii.  2.  37. 

3  Mayopadhir  jagadyonih  sarvajnatvadilaksanah  ( Vdkyavrtti ,  p.  45). 

i  Appearance  and  Reality,  p.  172. 

5  Enneads,  iii.  9.  3,  McKenna’s  E.T.,  vol.  ii,  p.  141. 
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personal  Isvara  is  Brahman  the  Absolute,  lifted  above  all 
self-di visions  and  holding  together  both  absolute  objectivity 
and  subjectivity  in  the  unbreakable  bond  of  absolute  con¬ 
sciousness. 

There  is  a  gap  between  the  intuited  Brahman  which  is 
devoid  of  logical  determinations  and  the  conceived  Brahman 
which  is  the  productive  principle,  which  explains  difference 
and  at  the  same  time  overcomes  it.  The  indeterminate 
Brahman  in  itself  will  seem  to  the  logical  intellect,  as  the  dark 
in  which  all  colours  become  grey.  If  it  should  serve  as  an 
explanation  of  the  finite  at  all,  it  can  only  be  through  the 
introduction  of  the  very  form  of  the  finite  into  the  heart  of 
the  absolute.  If  we  attempt  to  think  pure  being,  we  at  the 
same  time  think  non-being ,  and  from  the  interaction  of  the 
two  the  becoming  of  the  universe  follows.  Strictly  speaking, 
even  God  becomes.  The  contradiction  of  being-non-being 
appears  in  his  own  inward  nature.  Perhaps  Isvara  may  not 
himself  come  to  be,  but  still  he  makes  his  meaning  explicit  in 
an  unending  process  of  becoming.  Being  and  non-being  are 
aspects  of  one  and  the  same  reality,  the  positive  substance 
and  the  negative  shadow  of  the  same  reality.  The  criticism 
that  Samkara  leaves  us  with  an  unbridgeable  chasm  at  the 
summit  of  things,  between  the  nirguna  Brahman  of  which 
nothing  can  be  said  and  the  saguna  Brahman  which  embraces 
and  unifies  all  experience,  is  due  to  a  confusion  of  standpoints. 
Thought  can  never  overleap  the  distinction  of  subject  and 
object,  and  so  the  highest  for  thought  is  the  absolute  subject 
with  the  object  in  it,  but  behind  the  subject  and  the  object 
we  have  Brahman. 


v 

x ' 


vXIX 


The  Phenomenality  of  the  World 

Both  Brahman  and  the  world,  both  unity  and  multiplicity, 
cannot  be  equally  real.  “  Were  both  unity  and  multiplicity 
real,  we  could  not  say  of  one  whose  standpoint  is  that  of 
worldly  action  that  he  is  caught  in  untruth  ...  it  could  not 
be  said  ‘  from  knowledge  comes  deliverance  ’  ;  moreover,  in 
that  case  the  knowledge  of  manifoldness  cannot  be  transcended 
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by  the  knowledge  of  unity.”  1  Judged  by  the  tests  of  reality, 
the  world  of  experience  reveals  its  phenomenal  character.  All 
particular  facts  and  events  as  objects  stand  over  against  the 
knowing  subject.  Whatever  is  an  object  of  knowledge  is 
liable  to  destruction.2  Sarhkara  holds  that  the  distinction 
between  reality  and  seeming,  substance  and  show,  is  identical 
with  that  between  subject  and  object.  While  the  objects 
which  are  perceived  are  unreal,  the  Atman  which  perceives 
but  is  not  itself  perceived  is  real. 3  While  distinguishing 
waking  objects  from  dream  ones,  Samkara  urges  that  the 
two,  in  so  far  as  they  are  objects  of  consciousness,  are  unreal. 4 
The  real  is  what  is  free  from  self-contradiction,  but  the  world 
is  full  of  contradictions.  The  world  of  space,  time  and  cause 
is  not  self-explanatory.  There  is  no  principle  of  reconciliation 
in  the  finite  world  by  which  its  difficulties  are  dissolved. 
Space,  time  and  cause,  which  are  the  forms  of  all  experience, 
are  not  ultimates.  The  real  is  obscured  by  them.  If  we  get 
beyond  the  distinctions  of  places,  moments  and  events,  it  is 
said,  the  world  of  diversity  will  collapse  into  a  single  unit. 5 
Experience  cast  in  the  moulds  of  space,  time  and  cause  is 
phenomenal  only.  The  real  is  what  is  present  in  all  times.6 
It  is  that  which  ever  was,  is  and  will  be.  7  The  real  cannot 
be  present  to-day  and  absent  to-morrow.  The  world  of 
experience  is  not  present  at  all  times  and  is  therefore  not  real. 
When  insight  into  reality  is  gained,  the  world  of  experience 
is  transcended.  The  world  is  said  to  be  unreal  since  it  is 

1  S.B.,  ii.  i.  14.  *  Yad  drsyam  tan  na£yam. 

3  Cp.  “  The  things  which  are  seen  are  temporal,  but  the  things  which 
are  not  seen  are  eternal.” 

4  Drsyatvam  asatyatvam  ca  avisisfam  ubhayatra  (S.B.  on  Gaudapada’s 
Kdrikd,  ii.  4. 

5  Cp.  Asti  bhati  priyam  rupam  nama  cety  amsapancakam 

Adyam  trayam  brahmarupam  jagadrupam  tato  dvayam. 

See  Appaya  Diksita’s  Siddhantalesa,  ii. 

6  Traikalikadyabadhyatvam. 

7  Kalatrayasattavat.  Cp.  Vision  Puratia  : — 

“  Yat  tu  kalantarenapi  nanyasamjnam  upaiti  vai 
Parinamadisambhutam  tad  vastu.  .  .  .”  (ii.  13.  95). 

The  real  is  that  which  even  by  the  passage  of  time  does  not  acquire  a 
different  designation  derived  from  change  of  form  and  the  like.  Cp.  the 
words  of  the  Christian  Liturgy  :  “  As  it  was  in  the  beginning,  is  now,  and 
ever  shall  be,  world  without  end.” 
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sublated  by  true  knowledge.1  The  recognition  of  a  higher 
condemns  the  lower  to  the  level  of  unreality.  The  objects  of 
the  world  are  changeable.  They  never  are,  but  always  become. 
Nothing  that  changes  is  real,  which  is  eternal  transcendent 
being.  Says  Sarhkara :  “  What  is  eternal  cannot  have  a 
beginning,  and  whatever  has  a  beginning  is  not  eternal.”  2 
Our  understanding  is  not  satisfied  with  objects  that  change, 
only  those  that  do  not  change  are  real.  3  What  is  real  cannot 
not  be.  If  anything  is  real  in  sarhsara,  it  cannot  cease  to  be 
real  in  moksa.  In  this  sense,  the  changing  world  is  not  real. 
The  world  is  neither  pure  being  nor  pure  non-being.  Pure 
being  is  not  an  existence  nor  an  item  of  the  world  process. 
Pure  non-being  is  not  a  valid  concept,  for  were  it  so,  absolute 
nothingness  would  be  an  entity,  and  that  which  is  by  hypo¬ 
thesis  the  negation  of  all  existence  will  have  to  be  granted 
existence.  Nothing  is  not  a  thing.  What  exists  is  becoming, 
which  is  neither  being  nor  non-being,  since  it  produces  effects.  4 
At  no  point  can  the  world  reach  being  and  stop  becoming. 
The  world  is  bound  up  in  the  historical  process  of  struggling 
to  become  the  infinite,  though  it  never  attains  infinity.  There 
is  always  something  beyond  the  created  universe.  5  The 
realisation  of  the  Atman  is  the  final  end  (avasana)  of  all  worldly 
activities,6  which  is  not  reached  so  long  as  the  world  as  world 
persists.  The  relation  of  Isvara  to  the  maya  world  is  begin¬ 
ningless  (anadi).  The  relation  of  being  and  non-being  is  one 
of  exclusion  of  contradiction,  and  the  former  tries  to  overcome 
non-being,  negate  it  by  transforming  into  being.  This  is  the 
aim  of  the  process  of  becoming  presided  over  by  Isvara,  who  is 
ever  active  in  pushing  non-being  out  of  existence  and  bringing 

*  J nanaikanivartyatvam.  “  As  soon  as  consciousness  of  non-duality 
arises  in  us,  the  transmigratory  state  of  the  individual  soul  and  the  creative 
quality  of  Isvara  vanish  at  once,  the  whole  phenomenon  of  plurality  which 
springs  from  wrong  knowledge  being  sublated  by  perfect  knowledge  ” 
(S.B.,  iii.  2.  4;  Atmabodha,  vi  and  vii). 

*  Nahi  nityam  kenacid  arabhyate,  loke  yad  arabdham  tad  anityam 
(S.B.,  Tait.  Up.,  Introduction). 

3  Yadvisaya  buddhir  na  vyabhicarati  tat  sat ;  yadvisaya  buddhir  vya- 
bhicarati  tad  asat.  See  also  S.B.,  i.  i.  4  ;  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  1. 

4  Arthakriyakari.  Cp.  Suresvara :  “  Mere  nonentity  is  not  amenable 

to  proof,  either  as  separate  from  or  identical  with  entity.  Hence  entity 
alone  can  give  rise  to  practice  ”  ( Varttika ,  p.  927). 

5  S.B.,  iv.  3.  14. 


6  S.B.G..  xviii.  50. 
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forward  an  eternal  procession  of  existence  out  of  it  ;  but,  at 
the  logical  level,  it  is  an  impossible  feat  to  force  non-being 
into  the  equivalence  of  being.  The  world  process  is  engaged 
in  this  interminable  task.  From  the  beginning  to  the  end  of 
things  it  is  always  a  question  of  light  invading  the  realm  of 
darkness.  We  may  push  it  farther  and  farther.  It  only 
recedes,  but  never  disappears.  The  relation  of  being  to  non- 
being  in  the  finite  world  is  not  one  of  exclusion  but  one  of 
polar  opposition.  The  ideas  are  at  once  antithetic  and 
correlative.  Neither  of  them  attains  actuality  except  through 
its  contrast  with  the  other.  However  much  the  one  may 
penetrate  the  other  or  be  penetrated  by  it,  the  distinction  and 
contrast  are  always  there,  so  that  everything  in  the  world  is 
unstable  and  doomed  to  be  fugitive.  Even  the  highest  prin¬ 
ciple  in  the  world  process,  the  personal  God,  has  in  him  the 
shadow  of  non-being.  Brahman  alone  is  pure  being,  possess¬ 
ing  whatever  there  is  of  reality  in  all  things,  without  then1 
limitations  or  elements  of  non-being.  Whatever  is  different 
from  it  is  unreal.1  The  nature  of  sarhsara  is  always  to  become 
what  it  is  not,  to  transform  itself  by  transcending  itself. 
“  The  world  neither  is  nor  is  not,  and  so  its  nature  is  inde- 
scribable.,,  2  While  it  is  different  from  being  and  non-being, 3 
it  shares  the  characters  of  both.  4  All  finite  things,  as  Plato 
says,  are  made  up  of  being  and  non-being.  5  The  bewildering 
mass  of  phenomenal  diversity  must  belong  to  reality,  for 
there  is  nothing  else  in  which  it  can  be,  and  yet  it  is  not  reality. 
So  it  is  said  to  be  a  phenomenon  or  appearance  of  reality.6 
All  finite  existence  is,  in  the  words  of  Bosanquet,  “  the  great 
ultimate  contradiction  of  the  finite-infinite  nature.”  Heaven 
and  earth  shall  pass  away,  our  body  decays,  our  senses  change 
and  our  empirical  egos  are  built  up  before  our  eyes.  None 
of  these  is  ultimately  real.  The  abstract  expression  of  this 
phenomenality  of  the  world  is  maya. 

*  Brahmabh;nnam  sarvam  mithya  brahmabhinnatvat  ( Veddntaparibhasa ) 

*  Tattvanyatvabhyam  anirvacanlya.  .  .  .  Cp.  Plotinus,  Enneads,  iii.  6,  7, 
McKenna’s  E.T.,  vol.  ii,  p.  78. 

3  Sadasadvilaksana.  4  Sadasadatmaka. 

5  Satyanrte  mithunikrtya  (S.B.,  Introduction). 

6  Vikalpo  na  hi  vastu  (^amkarananda  on  B.G.,  iv.  iS). 
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XXX 

The  Doctrine  of  Maya 

Let  us  now  try  to  understand  the  significance  of  the  doctrine 
of  may  a,1  which  is  the  chief  characteristic  of  the  Advaita 
system.  The  world  is  regarded  as  maya,  since  it  cannot  be 
accepted  as  real  for  reasons  stated  in  the  previous  section. 
What  is  the  relation  between  the  real  Brahman  and  the  unreal 
world  ?  For  Samkara,  the  question  is  an  illegitimate  one,  and 
so  impossible  of  answer.  When  we  intuit  the  absolute 
Brahman,  the  question  of  the  nature  of  the  world  and  its 
relation  to  Brahman  does  not  arise,  for  the  truth  which  dis¬ 
arms  all  discussion  is  seen  as  a  fact.  If  we  take  our  stand 
on  logic,  then  there  is  no  pure  Brahman  which  requires  to 
be  related  to  the  world.  It  is  because  we  shift  our  standpoint 
in  the  course  of  the  argument  that  the  problem  arises.  For 
an  imaginary  difficulty  there  cannot  be  any  real  solution. 
Again,  a  relation  presupposes  two  distincts,  and  if  Brahman 
and  the  world  are  to  be  related,  they  should  be  regarded  as 


1  In  the  Rg-Veda  the  word  maya  occurs  frequently,  and  is  used  generally 
to  indicate  the  supernatural  power  attributed  to  the  gods,  especially  to 
Varuna,  Mitra  and  Indra.  In  many  ancient  hymns,  maya  is  praised  as  a 
world-sustaining  power  (R.V.,  iii.  38.  7  ;  ix.  83.  3  ;  i.  159.  4  ;  v.  85.  5). 
Maya  in  the  sense  of  deception  and  cunning  is  the  special  prerogative  of  the 
asuras,  against  whom  the  devas  wage  continual  warfare.  We  come  across 
a  different  signification  in  the  famous  verse  of  the  R.V.  (vi.  47.  18)  where 
Indra,  by  his  supernatural  power,  is  said  to  assume  various  forms  : 

Rupam  rupam  pratirupo  babhuva 
Tad  asya  rupam  praticaksanaya 
Indro  mayabhih  pururupa  lyate 
Yuktahyasya  harayah  sata  dasa. 

*  In  every  form  has  he  been  imagined,  and  all  these  are  only  to  be  viewed 
as  his  form.  In  many  forms  Indra  wanders  through  his  maya  or  wonderful 
powers  ;  harnessed  are  his  ten-times-hundred  horses.”  Maya  here  means 
the  power  to  transform  oneself  or  assume  strange  forms.  R.V.,  x.  54.  2, 
reads  :  ”  When  grown  to  fulness  by  bodily  form  thou  didst  wander  among 
mankind  proclaiming  thy  strength,  O  Indra.  Then  all  thy  battles,  of  which 
men  tell,  were  but  a  product,  a  creation  of  maya.  For  never  hast  thou 
yet,  either  to-day  or  in  former  times,  found  an  enemy.”  The  deeds  of  Indra 
were  products  of  a  sportive  impulse.  In  the  Prasna  Up.  (i.  16)  the  term 
maya  is  used  almost  in  the  sense  of  illusion.  In  the  &vet.  Up.  (iv.  10)  and 
the  B.G.  (iv.  5-7  ;  xviii.  61)  we  have  the  conception  of  a  personal  God  who 
has  the  power  of  maya. 
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distinct,  but  the  Advaita  holds  that  the  world  is  not  other 
than  Brahman.  Samkara  distinguishes  between  the  scientific 
principle  of  causality  (karyakaranatva)  and  the  philosophical 
principle  of  non-difference  (ananyatva).  Brahman  and  the 
world  are  non-different,1  and  so  the  question  of  the  relation 
between  the  two  is  an  inadmissible  one.  The  world  has  its 
basis  in  Brahman.2  But  Brahman  is  and  is  not  identical 
with  the  world.  It  is,  because  the  world  is  not  apart  from 
Brahman  ;  it  is  not,  because  Brahman  is  not  subject  to  the 
mutations  of  the  world.  Brahman  is  not  the  sum  of  the 
things  of  the  world.  If  we  separate  Brahman  and  the  world, 
we  cannot  bind  them  except  loosely,  artificially  and  externally. 
Brahman  and  the  world  are  one  and  exist  as  reality  and 
appearance.  The  finite  is  the  infinite,  hidden  from  our  view 
through  certain  barriers.  The  world  is  Brahman  since,  if 
Brahman  is  known,  all  questions  of  the  world  disappear. 
These  questions  arise  simply  because  the  finite  mind  views 
the  world  of  experience  as  a  reality  in  and  by  itself.  If  we 
know  the  nature  of  the  Absolute,  all  finite  forms  and  limits 
fall  away.  The  world  is  may  a,  since  it  is  not  the  essential 
truth  of  the  infinite  reality  of  Brahman. 

Samkara  asserts  that  it  is  impossible  to  explain  through 
logical  categories  the  relation  of  Brahman  and  the  world. 
“The  real  is  never  known  to  have  any  relation  with  the 
unreal.”  3  The  world  somehow  exists  and  its  relation  to 
Brahman  is  indefinable  (anirvacamya) .  Samkara  takes  up 
the  different  attempts  at  explanation  and  finds  them  all 
unsatisfactory.  To  say  that  the  infinite  Brahman  is  the 
cause  of  the  finite  world  and  creates  it,  is  to  admit  that  the 
infinite  is  subject  to  the  limitations  of  time.  The  relation  of 
cause  and  effect  cannot  be  applied  to  the  relation  of  Brahman 
and  the  world,  since  cause  has  meaning  only  in  relation  to 
the  finite  modes  of  being  where  there  is  succession.  We 

1  Ata£  ca  krtsnasya  jagato  brahmakaryatvat  tad  ananyatvat  (S.B.,  ii.  i.  20). 

*  Cp.  with  this  Spinoza’s  theory  of  causality.  By  calling  God  the 
immanent  cause  of  the  totality  of  finite  things  in  the  world  he  reduces  the 
causal  relation  to  one  of  substance  and  attribute.  The  relation  which  natura 
naturans  or  God  bears  to  natura  naturata  or  the  universe,  is  analogous 
to  that  which  the  idea  of  geometrical  figure  bears  to  the  various  inferences 
which  can  be  drawn  from  it.  To  Spinoza  God  and  the  world  are  correlates 
as  much  as  the  equality  of  angles  in  a  triangle  and  that  of  the  sides. 

3  Na  hi  sadasatofi  sambandhalj  (S.B.  on  Man<J.  Up.,  ii.  7). 
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cannot  say  that  Brahman  is  the  cause  and  the  world  is  the 
effect,  for  this  would  be  to  distinguish  Brahman  from  the 
world  and  make  it  into  a  thing  related  to  another  thing. 
Again,  the  world  is  finite  and  conditioned,  and  how  can  the 
infinite  unconditioned  be  its  cause  ?  If  the  finite  is  the 
limited  and  the  transitory,  then  the  infinite,  as  the  limit  of 
the  finite,  is  itself  finite  and  not  infinite.  It  is  difficult  to 
conceive  how  the  infinite  comes  out  of  itself  into  the  finite. 
Does  the  infinite  come  out  at  a  particular  instant  of  time 
under  the  necessity  to  become  finite  ?  Samkara  supports 
Gaudapada’s  theory  of  ajati,  or  non-evolution.  The  world  is 
not  evolved  or  produced,  but  seems  to  be  so,  on  account  of 
limited  insight.  The  world  is  non-different  from  (ananya), 
non-independent  (avyatirikta)  of  Brahman.  “  The  effect  is 
the  manifested  world  beginning  with  akasa  ;  the  cause  is  the 
highest  Brahman.  With  this  cause,  in  the  sense  of  the  highest 
reality,  the  effect  is  identical,  having  no  existence  beyond  it.”  1 
It  is  a  case  of  identity,  or,  in  empirical  terms,  eternal  co¬ 
existence,  and  not  temporal  succession,  where  alone  cause  as 
a  force  determines  the  order  of  events.  The  inmost  self  of 
the  world  is  Brahman.  If  it  seems  to  be  independent  of 
Brahman,  then  we  must  say  that  it  is  not  what  it  appears  to 
be.2  Nor  can  we  ascribe  action  to  the  infinite,  since  all  action 
implies  an  end  to  be  realised,  an  object  to  be  achieved.  If  it 
is  said  that  the  Absolute  is  manifesting  itself  in  the  finite, 
Sarhkara  would  say  that  it  is  wrong  to  hold  that  the  finite 
manifests  the  Absolute.  Whether  there  is  the  finite  or  not, 
the  Absolute  is  always  manifesting  itself  even  as  the  sun  is 
always  shining.  If  we  sometimes  do  not  see  the  light  of  the 
sun,  it  is  no  fault  of  the  sun.  The  Absolute  always  abides  in 
its  own  nature.  We  cannot  draw  a  distinction  between  the 
being  of  the  Absolute  and  its  expression.  The  one  is  the 
other.  The  analogy  of  the  seed  manifesting  itself  in  the  form 
of  the  tree  is  inapplicable,  since  organic  growth  and  develop¬ 
ment  are  temporal  processes.  To  apply  temporal  categories 
to  the  eternal  is  to  reduce  it  to  the  level  of  an  empirical  object 

*  “  Karyam  5ka£adikam  bahuprapancam  jagat,  karanam  pararh  brahma, 
tasmat  karanat  paramarthato  'nanyatvam  vyatirekenabhavah  karyasyava 
gamyate  ”  (S.B.,  ii.  i.  14). 

*  See  S.B.,  ii.  1.  14  ;  ii.  3-  3°  I  it  3-  6. 
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or  phenomenon.  To  represent  God  as  dependent  for  self- 
expression  on  creation  is  to  represent  him  as  exclusively 
immanent.  Samkara  does  not  accept  the  view  of  parinama, 
or  transformation.  Does  the  whole  or  only  a  part  of  Brahman 
change  into  the  world  ?  If  it  is  the  whole,  then  Brahman 
lies  before  our  eyes  as  the  world,  and  there  is  nothing  tran¬ 
scendent  which  we  have  to  seek.  If  it  is  a  part  that  is  trans¬ 
formed  into  the  world,  then  Brahman  is  capable  of  being 
partitioned.  If  anything  possesses  parts,  members  or  differ¬ 
ences,  then  it  is  not  eternal.1  Scripture  holds  that  Brahman 
is  devoid  of  parts  (niravayava).2  When  once  Brahman 
becomes  partially  or  totally  the  substance  of  the  world,  it  is 
no  longer  its  substance  and  no  longer  independent.  If  the 
Absolute  grows  and  develops  along  with  the  evolution  of  the 
historical  process  of  becoming,  if  some  contributions  are  made 
to  the  life  and  growth  of  the  Absolute  by  our  actions,  then 
the  Absolute  becomes  relative.  Yet  if  the  Absolute  abolishes 
all  distinctions  and  swallows  up  the  world  of  becoming,  then 
the  determinations  of  quality  and  quantity  in  the  universe 
have  no  meaning  for  life.  The  relation  of  Brahman  to  the 
world  is  not  analogous  to  that  of  a  tree  to  its  branches,  or  the 
sea  to  its  waves,  or  clay  to  the  vessels  made  of  it,  since  all 
these  employ  intellectual  categories  of  whole  and  part,  sub¬ 
stance  and  attribute.  The  relation  between  Brahman  and 
the  souls,  which  are  both  devoid  of  parts,  cannot  be  either 
external  (samyoga)  or  internal  (samavaya).  Do  the  souls 
inhere  in  Brahman  or  Brahman  in  the  souls  ?  Every  attempt 
to  bring  Brahman  into  connection  with  the  world  of  becoming 
ends  in  failure.  The  relation  of  the  finite  world  to  the  infinite 
spirit  is  a  mystery  for  human  understanding.  Every  religious 
system  holds  that  the  finite  is  rooted  in  the  infinite,  and  there 
is  no  breach  of  continuity  between  the  two,  and  yet  no  system 
till  to-day  has  logically  articulated  the  relation  between  the 
two. 3  We  cannot  construe  to  ourselves  the  way  in  which 
the  realm  of  appearances  is  bound  up  with  the  Absolute. 

1  S.B.,  ii.  i.  26. 

1  £vet.  Up.,  vi.  19  ;  Mund.  Up.,  ii.  1-2  ;  Brh.,  ii.  4.  12  ;  iii.  8.  8. 

3  S.B.,  ii.  1.  24-26.  “  To  show  how  and  why  the  universe  is,  so  that 

finite  existence  belongs  to  it,  is  utterly  impossible.  That  would  imply 
an  understanding  of  the  whole  not  practicable  for  a  mere  part.”  “  That 
experience  should  take  place  in  finite  centres  and  should  wear  the  forms 
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Progress  in  knowledge  may  enable  us  to  describe  the  pheno¬ 
mena  which  make  up  the  objective  world  with  ever  greater 
detail  and  more  accuracy,  but  the  rise  of  the  finite  world  out 
of  the  bosom  of  the  infinite,  the  explanation  of  the  historical 
process  of  samsara  is  quite  beyond  us.  However  long  the 
chain  of  our  reasoning  may  be,  however  many  its  links,  we 
reach  a  point  where  elucidation  stops  and  nothing  is  left  for 
us  but  to  admit  a  fact  capable  of  no  further  deduction.  The 
word  “  may  a  ”  registers  our  finiteness  and  points  to  a  gap 
in  our  knowledge.  The  magician  produces  a  tree  before  us 
from  out  of  nothing.  The  tree  is  there,  though  we  cannot 
explain  it,  and  so  we  call  it  maya.  The  much  abused  analogy 
of  the  rope  and  the  snake  is  employed  by  Sarhkara  to  illustrate 
the  difficulty  of  the  world  problem.  The  riddle  of  the  rope 
is  the  riddle  of  the  universe.  Why  does  the  rope  appear  as 
the  snake,  is  a  question  which  schoolboys  raise  and  philosophers 
fail  to  answer.  The  larger  question  of  the  appearance  of 
Brahman  as  the  world  is  more  difficult.  We  can  only  say 
that  Brahman  appears  as  the  world,  even  as  the  rope  appears 
as  the  snake.1  The  relation  between  Brahman  and  Isvara  is 
a  special  application  of  the  general  problem  of  the  relation 
between  Brahman  and  the  world. 

Samkara  brings  out  that  the  world,  though  it  hangs  on 
Brahman,  does  not  affect  Brahman,  b}^  distinguishing  that 
kind  of  causality  where  the  cause  without  undergoing  any 
change  produces  the  effect,  as  vivartopadana  from  parinamo- 
padana,  where  the  cause  is  itself  transformed  in  producing  the 
effect.  Vivarta  literally  means  a  turning  round,  a  perversion. 

of  finite  thisness  is  in  the  end  inexplicable.”  “  How  there  can  be  such  a 
thing  as  appearance  we  do  not  understand  "  ( Appearance  and  Reality, 
pp.  204,  226,  4 1 3).  According  to  Green,  there  is  an  eternal  consciousness 
which  is  essentially  timeless  and  perfect,  and  other  finite  consciousnesses 
which  are  incomplete,  imperfect  and  temporal.  The  relation  between  the 
two,  Green  admits,  is  incapable  of  explanation.  To  ask  why  a  perfect 
consciousness  should  go  on  making  innumerable  imperfect  copies  of  itself 
is  to  ask  why  reality  is  what  it  is — a  question  which  in  the  nature  of  things 
cannot  be  answered.  See  also  I.P.,  p.  186.  Cp.  Schiller:  "It  may 
reasonably  be  contended  that  the  whole  question  (of  creation)  is  invalid 
because  it  asks  too  much.  It  demands  to  know  nothing  less  than  how 
reality  came  to  be  at  all,  how  fact  is  made  absolutely.  And  this  is  more 
than  any  philosophy  can  accomplish  or  need  attempt  ”  ( Studies  in  Humanism) . 

1  Mayamatram  hy  etad  yat  paramatmano  'vasthatrayatmanavabhasanarh 
rajjva  iva  sarpadibhavena.  .  .  .  (S.B.,  ii.  1.9)- 
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Brahman  is  that  of  which  the  vivarta,  or  perversion,  is  the 
world  of  space,  etc.  Vivarta  signifies  the  appearance  of  the 
absolute  Brahman  as  the  relative  world  of  space  and  time 
The  original  is,  however,  Brahman,  of  which  the  world  may 
be  regarded  as  a  translation  at  the  plane  of  space-time.  As 
the  translation  is  made  for  us,  the  original  does  not  depend 
for  its  existence  on  the  translation.  The  world  of  multi¬ 
plicity  is  an  aspect  which  reality  takes  for  us,  though  not  for 
itself.  We  have  parinama  or  transformation,  when  the  milk 
is  changed  into  curds,  and  vivarta  or  appearance,  when  the 
rope  appears  as  the  snake.1  The  different  illustrations  used 
by  Sarhkara  of  the  rope  and  the  snake,  the  shell  and  the  silver, 
the  desert  and  the  mirage,  are  intended  to  indicate  this 
one-sided  dependence  of  the  effect  on  the  cause  and  the 
maintenance  of  the  integrity  of  the  cause.  In  the  case  of  trans¬ 
formation,  the  cause  and  the  effect  belong  to  the  same  order 
of  reality,  while  in  that  of  appearance  the  effect  is  of  a  different 
order  of  being  from  the  cause.2  The  world  resides  in  Brahman 
even  as  the  illusion  of  a  snake  is  said  to  reside  in  the  rope. 

There  are  other  interpretations  of  the  doctrine  of  maya 
to  be  met  with  in  the  Advaita  treatises.  3  Maya  cannot  be 
different  from  Brahman,  which  has  no  second.  The  universe 
is  not  due  to  any  addition  to  Brahman  from  some  other  source 
of  reality,  for  nothing  can  be  added  to  that  which  is  already 
perfect.  It  is  therefore  due  to  non-being.  The  process  of 
the  world  is  due  to  a  gradual  deprivation  of  reality.  Maya 
is  used  as  the  name  of  the  dividing  force,  the  finitising  prin¬ 
ciple,  that  which  measures  out  the  immeasurable  and  creates 
forms  in  the  formless.  4  This  maya  is  a  feature  of  the  central 
reality,  neither  identical  with  nor  different  from  it.  To  give 
it  an  independent  place  would  be  to  accept  a  fundamental 

1  S.B.,  ii.  i.  28. 

1  Parinamo  nama  upadanasamasattakakaryapattih  ;  vivarto  nama  upa- 
danavisamasattakakaryapattih  ( Veuantaparibhasd ,  i.) 

3  S.B.,  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  6. 

Nasadrupa  na  sadrupa  maya  naivobhayatmika 
Sadasadbhyam  anirvacya  mithyabhuta  sanatanl. 

(Surya  Puraiia,  quoted  in  S.P.B.,  i.  26.) 

4  Eka  eva  paramesvarah  kutasthanityo  vijnanadhatur  avidyaya  mayaya 
mayavivad  anekatha  vibhavyate,  nanyo  vijnanadhatur  asti  (S.B.,  i.  3.  19). 
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dualism.  It  is  wrong  to  trace  back  to  the  eternal  the  schism 
of  which  we  are  conscious  in  the  world  of  experience.  The 
moment  we  try  to  link  up  maya  with  Brahman,  the  latter 
becomes  transformed  into  Isvara,  and  maya  denotes  the  £akti, 
or  the  energy  of  Isvara.  Isvara,  however,  is  not  in  any 
manner  affected  by  his  maya.  If  maya  exists,  it  will  con¬ 
stitute  a  limit  to  Brahman  ;  if  it  does  not  exist,  even  the 
appearance  of  the  world  cannot  be  accounted  for.  It  is 
real  enough  to  produce  the  world  and  not  real  enough  to 
constitute  a  limit  to  Brahman.  It  is  neither  real  as  the 
Brahman  nor  unreal  as  the  flower  of  the  sky.1  Whatever 
we  may  call  it,  illusive  or  real,  it  is  necessary  to  account  for 
life.  It  is  an  eternal  power  of  God.  The  author  of  Samkse- 
paiariraka  holds  that  Brahman  is  the  material  cause  of  the 
universe  through  the  intervention  of  maya,  which  is  the 
essential  operating  condition.  It  is,  however,  regarded  as  a 
product  of  Brahman,  a  mode  of  Brahman’s  activity.  It  is 
essentially  present  in  the  world  (anugata)  and  determines  its 
existence  (karyasattaniyamika).  Maya  is  not  a  substance 
(dravyam),  and  so  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  material  cause 
(upadanam).  It  is  only  a  modus  operandi  (vyapara)  which, 
coming  itself  from  the  material  cause  (Brahman),  brings  about 
the  material  product,  i.e.  the  world.2  According  to  this 
writer,  maya  is  the  finitising  process  belonging  to  Brahman, 
and  has  the  two  properties  of  avarana  or  hiding  the  truth,  and 
viksepa  or  misrepresenting  it. 3  While  the  first  is  mere 
negation  of  knowledge,  the  second  is  positive  generation  of 
error.  We  not  only  do  not  perceive  the  Absolute  but  we 
apprehend  something  else  in  its  place.  Maya  evolves  a 
variety  of  names  and  forms,  which  in  their  totality  is  the 
jagat  or  the  universe.  It  also  conceals  the  eternal  Brahman 
under  this  aggregate  of  names  and  forms. 

Maya  has  the  two  functions  of  concealment  of  the  real 
and  the  projection  of  the  unreal.  The  world  of  variety 
screens  us  from  the  real. 


Some  think  Creation’s  meant  to  show  him  forth, 
I  say  it's  meant  to  hide  him  all  it  can, 4 


vol.  n 


*  Tajjanyatve  sati,  tajjanyajanako  vyaparah. 
<  Browning  :  Bishop  Blougram’ s  Apology. 

19 
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Since  maya  is  thus  deceptive  in  character,1  it  is  called 
avidya  or  false  knowledge.  It  is  not  mere  absence  of  appre¬ 
hension  but  positive  error.  When  this  activity  is  attributed 
to  Brahman,  the  latter  becomes  Isvara.  “  The  one  motion¬ 
less,  unconditioned,  then  became  by  its  own  power  of  maya, 
that  which  is  known  as  maker.”  3 

Maya  is  the  energy  of  Isvara,  his  inherent  force,  by  which 
he  transforms  the  potential  into  the  actual  world.  His  maya, 
which  is  unthinkable,  transforms  itself  into  the  two  modes 
of  desire  (kama)  and  determination  (samkalpa).  It  is  the 
creative  power  of  the  eternal  God,  and  is  therefore  eternal ; 
and  by  means  of  it  the  supreme  Lord  creates  the  world. 
Maya  has  no  separate  dwelling-place.  It  is  in  Isvara  even  as 
heat  is  in  fire.  Its  presence  is  inferred  from  its  effects. 3 
Maya  is  identified  with  the  names  and  forms  which,  in  their 
unevolved  condition,  inhere  in  Isvara,  and  in  their  developed 
state  constitute  the  world.  In  this  sense  it  is  synonymous 
with  prakrti.4  Isvara  has  less  of  reality  than  absolute  being, 
and  the  other  objects  represent  an  increasing  deprivation  of 
reality.  At  the  bottom  of  the  scale  we  get  something  which 
has  no  positive  qualities  to  be  deprived  of,  that  from  which 
nothing  more  can  be  taken  away,  which,  in  a  word,  is  there, 
but  is  there  as  not-being,  a  nothingness  which  rises  like  a 
blank  wall  where  reality  ends.  It  is  not  a  part  or  a  product 
of  universal  evolution,  but  is  the  unmanifested  principle  of 
multiplicity  and  deprivation,  which  is  the  basis  of  all  evolution. 
The  supreme  Isvara  during  creation  imposes  on  the  formless 
and  the  unqualified  those  forms  and  qualities  which  it  possesses 
in  itself.  “  This  undeveloped  principle  is  sometimes  denoted 
by  the  term  ‘  akasa/5  sometimes  by  the  term  aksara,6  or  the 
indestructible,  sometimes  as  maya.”  7  It  is  the  material 

1  For  maya  as  deceit,  see  Milanda,  iv.  8.  23. 

1  Apranam  §uddham  ekam  samabhavad  atha  tan  mayaya  kartrsamjnam 
{Satasloki,  p.  24).  Cp.  Pancadasi,  x.  1. 

3  Nistattva  karyagamyasya  saktir  mayagnisaktivat  {Pancadasi) . 

4  Cp.  Xsvarasya  mayasaktih  prakrtih  (S.B.,  ii.  1.  14).  See  also  &vet.  Up., 
iv.  10  ;  S.B.G.,  Introduction  and  vii.  4  ;  S.P.B.,  i.  26. 

s  Brh.  Up.,  iii.  8.  11.  6  Mund.,  ii.  1.  2. 

7  Svet.,  iv.  1.  See  S.B.,  i.  4.  3.  “  Avidyatmika  hi  bijaSaktir  avyakta- 

sabdanirdesya,  tad  etad  avyaktam  kvacid  akasasabdanirdistam  kvacid 
aksarasabdoditarh  kvacin  mayeti  sucitam. 

Avyaktanamni  paramesasaktir  anadyavidya  trigunatmika  par? 

Karyanumeya  sudhiyaiva  maya  yaya  jagat  sarvam  idam  prasuyate. 

(Vivekacudamatyi,  p.  108.) 
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substratum  1  in  the  creation  of  the  world.  It  brings  forth 
the  universe  in  a  natural  order  of  sequence  by  undergoing 
mutations.  It  forms  the  causal  body  of  Hvara.  Unlike  the 
pradhana  of  the  Samkhya,  it  is  not  independent  of  God.2 
It  is  a  limitation  which  Isvara  imposes  on  himself.  In 
prakrti  is  centred  the  possibility  of  the  world,  even  as  the 
potentiality  of  the  future  tree  is  contained  in  the  seed.  This 
prakrti,  possessing  the  three  gunas,3  cannot  be  described  as 
either  the  self  of  Isvara  or  different  from  it.  It  exists  even 
in  pralaya,  dependent  on  the  supreme  Lord,  as  seed  force 
(bijasakti).  Maya  or  prakrti  becomes  in  the  Puranas  the 
loving  consort  of  Isvara  and  the  principal  instrument  in  the 
act  of  creation. 4  The  world  of  maya  is  the  play  of  the  mother 
of  things  ever  eager  to  cast  herself  into  infinite  forms.  5  It 
follows  that  for  Isvara,  or  the  subject,  who  is  ever  associated 
with  the  object,  the  universe  is  a  necessity.  God  is  in  need  of 
the  universe,  which  is  a  necessary  phase  of  the  self-realisation 
of  God,  in  Hegel’s  phrase. 

We  may  bring  together  the  different  significations  in  which 
the  term  maya  is  used  in  the  Advaita  Philosophy,  (i)  That 
the  world  is  not  self-explanatory  shows  its  phenomenal  char¬ 
acter,  which  is  signified  by  the  word  maya.  (2)  The  problem 
of  the  relation  between  Brahman  and  the  world  has  meaning 
for  us  who  admit  the  pure  being  of  Brahman  from  the  intuitive 
standpoint  and  demand  an  explanation  of  its  relation  to  the 
world,  which  we  see  from  the  logical  standpoint.  We  can  never 
understand  how  the  ultimate  reality  is  related  to  the  world 
of  plurality,  since  the  two  are  heterogeneous,  and  every  attempt 
at  explanation  is  bound  to  fail.  This  incomprehensibility  is 
brought  out  by  the  term  maya.  (3)  If  Brahman  is  to  be 
viewed  as  the  cause  of  the  world,  it  is  only  in  the  sense  that 
the  world  rests  on  Brahman,  while  the  latter  is  in  no  way 
touched  by  it,  and  the  world  which  rests  on  Brahman  is 

1  Cp.  with  the  materia  prima  of  the  Thomistic  Philosophy. 

1  Na  .  .  .  svatantram  tattvam  (S.B.,  i.  2.  22). 

From  naya  with  tamas  predominant  in  it  the  five  elements  are  said  to 
be  produced;  from  the  same  with  the  sattva  dominant  in  it  arise  the  five 
organs  of  perception  as  well  as  the  inner  organ  naya  with  rajas  in  it.  From 
the  five  organs  of  action,  and  from  their  combination  the  five  pranas.  These 
together  constitute  the  linga,  or  suksma  3arlra. 

4  Cp.  also  Brh.  Up.,  i.  4.  3. 

s  Cp.  Tvam  asi  parabrahmamahisi  ( Anandalaharl ). 
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called  maya.  (4)  The  principle  assumed  to  account  for  the 
appearance  of  Brahman  as  the  world  is  also  called  maya. 
(5)  If  we  coniine  our  attention  to  the  empirical  world  and 
employ  the  dialectic  of  logic,  we  get  the  conception  of  a 
perfect  personality,  Tsvara,  who  has  the  power  of  seT-expres- 
sion.  This  power  or  energy  is  called  maya.  (6)  This  energy 
of  Tsvara  becomes  transformed  into  the  upadhi,  or  limitation, 
the  unmanifested  matter  (avyakrta  prakrti),  from  which  all 
existence  issues.  It  is  the  object  through  which  the  supreme 
subject  Tsvara  develops  the  universe.1 


? 

XXXI 

Avidya 

The  concept  of  maya  is  intimately  related  with  that  of 
avidya.  There  are  passages  in  Samkara  where  the  world  of 
experience  is  traced  to  the  force  of  avidya.  The  cause  of  the 
appearance  of  the  world  is  to  be  sought  in  the  nature  of  the 
intellect,  and  not  in  that  of  Brahman.  Brahman  exists  entire 
and  undivided  in  the  smallest  object,  and  the  appearance  of 
plurality  is  due  to  the  intellect  which  works  according  to  the 
laws  of  space,  time  and  causality.  In  the  Introduction  to  his 
commentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra  Samkara  points  out  how 
avidya  is  the  force  that  launches  us  into  the  dream  of  life. 
The  tendency  to  confuse  the  transcendental  and  the  empirical 
standpoints,  or  adhyasa,  however  erroneous,  is  natural  to  the 
human  mind.  It  is  the  result  of  our  cognitive  mechanism.* 
As  we  perceive  by  our  senses  sound  and  colour,  while  the 
reality  is  mere  vibrations,  even  so  we  accept  the  variegated 
universe  for  the  reality  of  Brahman,  of  which  it  is  the  effect. 
Through  an  examination  of  the  subjective  side  of  experience, 
Samkara  argues  that  we  cannot  attain  to  a  knowledge  of 
reality,  so  long  as  we  are  subject  to  avidya,  or  the  logical 
mode  of  thinking.  Avidya  is  the  fall  from  intuition, 

1  Cp.  Bvarasyatmabhute  ivavidyakalpite  namarupe  tattvanyatvabhyam 
anirvacaniye  samsaraprapancabijabhute  .  .  .  isvarasya  maya  saktih  prakrtir 
iti  ca  srutismrtyor  abhilapyete  (S.B.,  ii.  i.  14).  See  also  S.B.,  i.  4.  3;  ii.  2.  2 
»  S.B,,  Introduction. 


THE  AD  V  AIT  A  VEDANTA  OF  SAMKARA  575 


the  mental  deformity  of  the  finite  self  that  disintegrates  the 
divine  into  a  thousand  different  fragments;  Darkness  is  the 
privation  of  light.  Avidya  is  what  Deussen  calls  “  the  innate 
obscuration  of  our  knowledge/'  1  the  twist  of  the  mind  which 
makes  it  impossible  for  it  to  see  things  except  through  the 
texture  of  space-time-cause.  It  is  not  conscious  dissimulation, 
but  the  unconscious  tendency  of  the  finite  mind,  which  lives 
by  the  imperfect  standards  of  the  world.  It  is  the  negative 
power  which  shuts  us  from  our  godlike  existence.  The 
appearance  of  Brahman  as  the  world  is  due  to  our  avidya, 
even  as  the  appearance  of  the  rope  as  the  snake  is 
due  to  defective  senses.  When  we  see  the  rope  as  it  is,  the 
snake  becomes  unreal.  When  we  see  the  reality  of  Brahman, 
the  appearance  of  the  world  will  flee  away.  That  which  is 
proved  to  be  an  unreality  by  a  higher  experience  cannot  be 
connected  with  reality  except  through  a  confusion  of  stand¬ 
points.  The  appearances  stand  transfigured  in  the  Absolute. 
If  we  are  asked  to  connect  the  image  of  the  snake  with  the 
reality  of  the  rope,  we  say  that  no  connection  is  possible 
between  what  is  and  what  is  not.  We  have  only  to  blame 
the  eye  for  the  image.  When  we  see  the  rope  as  rope,  there 
is  an  end  of  the  matter,  and  we  say  that  the  rope  appeared  as 
the  snake.  Relativity  has  no  cause  except  defective  insight. 
It  operates  no  farther  than  the  fact  that  we  see  things,  while 
there  is  only  caitanya,  or  pure  consciousness.  Avidya  is  either 
absence  of  knowledge  or  doubtful  and  erroneous  knowledge. 
It  is  not  simply  negative,  but  is  also  positive  in  character 
(bhavarupa).  When  Samkara  argues  that  the  existence  of 
avidya  is  patent  to  all,  he  means  only  that  there  is  the  fact  of 
finiteness.  It  is  said  that  everybody  has  the  feeling  that  he 
does  not  know  everything.2  The  evidence  for  its  existence 
is  universal  in  scope,  since  all  finite  minds  share  the  deficiency. 

Avidya  in  the  Upanisads  is  only  ignorance  as  distinct  from 
knowledge  possessed  by  the  individual  subject. 3  In  Samkara 
it  becomes  the  logical  way  of  thinking,  which  constitutes  the 
finiteness  of  the  human  mind.  It  is  not  a  nonentity  like  the 
son  of  a  barren  woman,  since  it  appears  and  is  experienced 

>  D.S.V..  p.  302. 

*  Aham  ajha  ityadyanubhavat.  See  Vedantas5ra,  p.  iv. 

s  See  Chan.  Up.,  i.  i.  10  ;  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  3.  20  ;  iv.  4.  3. 
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by  all  of  us  ;  nor  is  it  an  entity,  real  and  absolute,  since  it  is 
destroyed  by  intuitional  knowledge.  If  it  were  non-being, 
it  could  not  produce  anything  ;  if  it  were  being,  what  it 
produces  must  also  be  real  and  not  phenomenal.  “It  is 
neither  real  nor  phenomenal,  nor  is  it  both.”  1  Though  its 
origin  and  explanation  are  beyond  our  reach,  the  conditions 
of  its  operation  through  the  mental  categories  are  discernible. 
Whence  comes  this  avidya,  the  source  of  all  ignorance,  sin 
and  misery  ?  Avidya  cannot  be  the  cause  of  individuality, 
for  it  cannot  exist  unless  there  are  individuals.  If  it  is  the 
cause  of  individuality,  it  must  exist  independent  of  that,  i.e. 
must  belong  to  the  one  ultimate  reality,  Brahman.  But  avidya 
cannot  belong  to  Brahman,  whose  nature  is  one  of  eternal 
light  repugnant  to  avidya.2  It  cannot  reside  in  Brahman,  as 
Sarvajnatmamuni  thinks  ;  it  cannot  reside  in  the  individual, 
as  Vacaspati  believes. 3  To  say  that  Brahman  modified  is  the 
seat  of  avidya  is  useless,  for  the  question  is,  how  can  Brahman 
be  modified  apart  from  avidya  ?  Ramanuja  urges  that  we 
have  to  assume  a  different  avidya  for  each  soul,  since,  other¬ 
wise,  the  release  of  one  soul  will  mean  the  release  of  all.  It 
follows  that  avidya  takes  account  of  the  distinction  of  the 
souls,  which  it  does  not  cause  and  therefore  cannot  explain. 
We  have  here  circular  reasoning.  4  Sarhkara  escapes  from 

1  Vivekacudamani,  p.  3. 

*  “  God  is  light,  and  in  him  is  no  darkness  at  all”  (1  John  v;  2  Cor. 
vi.  14). 

3  See  Srldhara’s  Nydyakandall,  R.B.,  ii.  1.  15. 

4  R.B.,  ii.  1.  15  ;  S.P.S.,  i.  21-24  I  v.  54- 

Parthasarathi  Misra  puts  the  objection  thus  :  "Is  this  avidya  mis¬ 
apprehension  or  something  else  which  causes  misapprehension  ?  If  the 
former,  whose  (is  this  avidya)  ?  It  cannot  be  Brahman’s,  whose  nature 
is  pure  knowledge.  In  the  sun  there  is  no  place  for  darkness.  It  cannot 
belong  to  the  souls,  since  they  are  not  distinct  from  Brahman.  As  avidya 
cannot  exist,  no  more  can  a  second  thing,  the  cause  thereof.  Besides,  for 
those  who  regard  misapprehension  or  cause  of  it  as  something  additional 
to  Brahman,  non-duality  vanishes.  Whence  arose  Brahman’s  avidya  ? 
There  is  no  other,  since  Brahman  is  the  sole  entity,  tf  it  be  said  that  it 
is  natural  to  Brahman,  how  can  ignorance  be  the  nature  of  him  whose 
nature  is  knowledge  ?  ”  Kim  bhrantijnanam  ?  kim  va  bhrantijnanaka- 
ranabhutam  vastvantaram  ?  yadi  bhrantih  sa  kasya  ?  na  brahmanas 
t.asya  svacchavidyarupatvat,  na  hi  bhaskare  timirasyavakasah  sarhbhavati: 
na  jivanam;  tesam  brahmatirekenabhavat.  Bhrantyabhavad  eva  cc, 
tatkaranabhutam  vastvantaram  apy  anupapannam  eva.  Brahmatirekena 
bhrantijnanam  tatkaranam  ca’bhyupagacchatam  advaitahanih,  kimkrta  ca 
brahmano  ’vidya,  na  hi  karanantaram  asti.  Svabhavikiti  cet,  katham 
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the  difficulty  by  declaring  avidya  to  be  inexplicable.  The 
question  is  meaningless  in  Samkara’s  metaphysics.  We  cannot 
make  a  transcendent  use  of  an  empirical  category.  We  know 
that  there  is  avidya,  and  the  question  of  its  cause  is  meaning¬ 
less,  even  as  the  question  of  the  rise  of  finite  spirits  is.  If 
we  can  understand  the  relation  of  Atman  to  avidya,  we  must 
be  beyond  the  two.1  Again,  if  avidya  were  an  essential 
property  of  the  Atman,  the  latter  could  never  get  rid  of  it ; 
but  the  Atman  does  not  take  in  or  part  with  anything  what¬ 
soever.  It  cannot  belong  to  any  finite  being,  whether  he  be 
God  or  man,  since  the  latter  must  first  be  created  in  order 
that  his  avidya  may  be  possible.  So  his  creation  cannot  be 
due  to  his  or  anyone  else’s  avidya.  The  individualisation  of 
Brahman,  the  rise  of  finite  spirits,  cannot  be  due  to  the  avidya 
characteristic  of  finite  life.  It  is  an  occurrence  due  to  divine 
activity.  But  how  avidya  and  Brahman  can  coexist  is  just 
the  problem  for  which  we  do  not  have  any  solution.  Sarhkara 
says  :  “We  admit  that  Brahman  is  not  the  product  of  avidya 
or  is  itself  deluded,  but  we  do  not  admit  that  there  is  another 
deluded  conscious  being  (besides  Brahman)  which  could  be 
the  producer  of  the  ignorance/’ a  According  to  Samkse- 
pasanraka,  “  Undifferenced  absolute  intelligence  is  the  locus 
(asraya)  and  object  (visaya)  of  avidya.”  3  Deussen  says  :  “  In 
reality  there  is  nothing  else  besides  Brahman  alone.  If  we 

vidyasvabhavam  a  vidyasvabhavam  syat  ?  (Sdstradipikd,  pp.  313-4  ;  also 
P-  ii3)- 

Kumarila  argues  against  the  Advaita  thus  :  “  If  Brahman  is  self- 

established  and  of  pure  form,  there  is  nothing  else  beside  it.  What  brings 
about  the  activity  of  avidya  which  resembles  a  dream  ?  If  you  say  that 
some  other  causes  it,  or  that  it  is  different  from  Brahman,  then  non-dualism 
disappears  ;  if  it  were  its  nature,  then  it  can  never  be  destroyed. ” 

Svayam  ca  suddharupatvad  abhavac  canyavastunah 
Svapnadivad  avidyayah  pravrttis  tasya  kimkrta. 

Anyenopaplave  ’bhlste  dvaitavadah  prasajyate 

Svabhaviklm  avidyam  tu  nocchettum  kincid  arhati. 

(S.V.,  Sambandhaksepaparihdra,  84-85.) 

*  S.B.G.,  xiii.  2. 

*  S.B.  on  Brh.,  i.  4.  10.  Laksmidhara  says  in  his  Advcutamaharanda  : 

“  How  should  avidya  touch  the  self-illumined  soul  by  whose  light  alone  is 
caused  the  saying,  ‘  I  shine  not  ’  ?  Nevertheless,  there  does  appear  in  the 
sky  of  consciousness  some  such  mist  as  this,  animated  by  absence  of  reflection 

and  lasting  till  the  sun  of  reflection  arises  ”  (16-17). 

3  i-  319.  AsrayatvavisayatvabhaginI  nirvibhagacitir  eva  kcvala. 
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imagine  that  we  perceive  a  transformation  (vikara)  of  him 
into  the  world,  a  division  (bheda)  of  him  into  a  plurality  of 
individuals,  this  depends  on  avidya.  But  how  does  this 
happen  ?  How  do  we  manage  to  deceive  ourselves  into  seeing 
a  transformation  and  a  plurality,  where  in  reality  Brahman 
alone  is  ?  On  this  question  our  authors  give  no  information/’  1 
They  give  us  no  information,  simply  because  “  no  informa¬ 
tion  ”  is  possible.  Critics  are  ready  with  the  remark  :  “In 
this  system  which  maintains  that  everything  transcends 
explanation,  unreasonableness  is  no  objection.”  2  It  is  true 
that  no  explanation  is  possible  of  the  rise  of  the  bewildering 
force  of  avidya,  creator  of  false  values,  which  has  somehow 
come  into  phenomenal  being  in  spite  of  the  eternal  and 
inalienable  purity  of  the  original  self-existent  Brahman.  3 


XXXII 

Is  the  World  an  Illusion  ? 

The  doctrine  of  avidya  with  its  subjective  note  suggests 
a  misleading  view  of  the  nature  of  the  phenomenal  world, 
that  it  is  an  illusion,  a  creation  of  the  mind.  Samkara  fre¬ 
quently  traces  the  whole  plurality  of  appearances,  including 
that  of  Isvara,  to  avidya.  4  But  the  nature  of  Brahman  is 

1  D.S.V.,  p.  302. 

1  Parthasarathi  Misra.  “  Atranirvacaniyavade  na’nupapattir  dusanam.” 

3  The  authors  of  Samksepasariraka,  Vivarana,  Vedantamuktavali,  Advaita- 
siddhi  and  Advaitadipika  hold  that  avidya  has  Brahman  for  its  basis 
(asraya)  and  object  (visaya),  even  as  darkness  is  in  the  house  which  it 
conceals.  Vacaspati  thinks  that  avidya  has  for  its  basis  jlva  and  object 
Brahman.  According  to  the  latter  view,  even  Isvara  is  the  product  of 
jiva’jhana,  and  there  must  be  as  many  Isvaras  as  there  are  jlvas.  There 
is  besides  the  theory  of  mutual  dependence  ;  the  jlva  depends  on  avidya 
and  avidya  on  jlva.  So  it  is  said  that  avidya  has  its  locus  in  Brahman, 
which  is  not  opposed  to  avidya.  The  author  of  Vidvanmanoranjani  discusses 
this  question,  especially  in  view  of  the  Advaita  doctrine,  that  in  deep 
dreamless  sleep  the  individual  soul  is  merged  in  Brahman  ;  and  holds  if 
avidya  admittedly  exists,  then  it  can  only  reside  in  Brahman.  See  Pandit, 
September  1872.  The  suddhacaitanya  is  not  the  contradictory  of  avidya, 
but  only  vrtticaitanya.  As  Vidyaranya  puts  it,  through  the  modification 
of  the  inner  organ,  which  assumes  the  form  of  Atman,  the  avidya  in  the 
Atman  is  sublated. 

4  Ekatvam  .  .  .  paramarthikam  mithyajnanavijrmbhitam  ca  nanatvam 
(S.B.,  ii.  1.  14). 
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not  affected  in  any  way,  simply  because  our  imperfect  know¬ 
ledge  takes  it  to  be  so.  The  moon  is  not  duplicated  simply 
because  those  of  defective  vision  see  two  moons.  “  The  whole 
empirical  reality,  with  its  names  and  forms,  which  can  be 
defined  neither  as  being  nor  as  non-being,  rests  upon  avidya  ; 
while  in  the  sense  of  highest  reality,  Being  persists  without 
change  or  transformation.  A  change  resting  merely  on  words 
can  alter  nothing  in  the  indivisibility  of  the  real.”  1  When 
confronted  by  the  difficulties  of  creation  and  the  finiteness 
of  God,  Samkara  says:  “When  by  the  teaching  of  non¬ 
separateness  through  sentences  like  ‘  That  art  thou,’  the 
consciousness  of  non-separateness  is  awakened,  then  the 
wanderings  of  the  soul  and  the  creative  function  of  God 
cease  ;  for  the  whole  tendency  of  the  world  to  division  springs 
from  false  knowledge  and  is  removed  by  perfect  knowledge. 
Whence  then  the  creation  ?  Whence  the  responsibility  for 
not  having  brought  forth  the  good  only  ?  For  samsara, 
which  has  as  its  characteristics  the  doing  of  good  and  evil, 
is  a  misconception  produced  by  non-discrimination  of  the 
determination  caused  by  avidya,  and  consisting  in  the  aggre¬ 
gate  of  the  instruments  of  activity  formed  by  names  and 
forms  ;  and  this  misconception,  even  like  the  attachment  to 
division  and  separation  by  birth  and  death,  does  not  exist 
in  the  absolute  sense.”  2  Again  :  “  By  that  element  of  plurality 
which  is  the  creation  of  avidya  characterised  by  name  and 
form,  which  is  evolved  as  well  as  non-evolved,  which  is  not 
to  be  defined  either  as  existing  or  non-existing,  Brahman 
becomes  the  basis  of  this  entire  changing  world,  while  in  its 
true  real  nature  it  remains  unchanged  beyond  the  phenomenal 
universe.”  3  This  view,  when  exclusively  emphasised,  sug¬ 
gests  that  there  is  no  plurality  at  all  apart  from  the  individual's 
avidya.  All  change  and  motion,  all  growth  and  evolution,  all 
science  and  speculation,  are  reduced  to  dreams,  shadows  and 
nothing  more.  The  explanation  of  Brahman’s  causality  of 
the  world  confirms  the  suspicion.  In  his  anxiety  to  show  that 
Brahman  remains  unaffected  by  the  changes  of  the  world,* 

*  Cp.  S.B.,  ii.  i.  31  ;  ii.  1.  14  ;  it  3-  46 ;  it  T-  27. 

1  Cp.  also  avidyakrtam  karyaprapancam.  The  universe  of  effects  is  the 
product  of  avidya  (S.B.,  i.  3.  i). 
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Samkara  says  that  the  world  is  attributed  1  to  Brahman  as 
the  snake  to  the  rope.  “  A  man  may  in  the  dark  mistake  a 
piece  of  rope  for  a  snake  and  run  away  from  it,  frightened 
and  trembling.  Thereon  another  man  may  tell  him,  ‘  Be  not 
afraid,  it  is  only  a  rope,  not  a  snake,’  and  he  may  then  dismiss 
the  fear  caused  by  the  imagined  snake  and  stop  running. 
But  all  the  while  the  presence  and  the  subsequent  absence 
of  his  erroneous  notion  as  to  the  rope  being  a  snake  make 
no  difference  whatever  to  the  rope  itself.”  a  The  stars  do 
not  actually  twinkle,  though  they  appear  to  do  so.  The  light 
they  project  is  quite  steady,  though  the  disturbances  in  the 
earth’s  atmosphere  through  which  the  light  passes  so  affect 
our  vision  as  to  give  them  a  constantly  flickering  appearance. 
Even  so  the  semblance  of  variableness  in  Brahman  is  a  fancy 
occasioned  by  our  distorted  vision.  3  Some  of  the  illustrations 
used  by  Samkara,  when  literally  interpreted,  suggest  that  all 
distinction  and  difference  are  but  a  mirage  produced  by  human 
imagination.  Differences  are  a  make-believe  of  human  thought 
which,  like  a  prism,  breaks  up  the  pure  unity  into  difference, 
where,  in  truth,  the  variety  and  the  mind  which  knows  it  are 
both  unreal.  But  it  is  a  mistake  to  stress  metaphors  beyond 
what  they  are  able  to  bear,  and  Samkara  urges  that  the  illus¬ 
trations  used  are  intended  only  to  suggest  some  points  of 
resemblance  and  not  perfect  identity.  4 

Many  later  Advaitins  have  adopted  a  subjectivist  interpretation 
of  the  world.  Vacaspati  is  of  opinion  that  avidya  belongs  to  the 
knowing  subject,  and,  like  a  film  over  the  eye,  conceals  the  nature  of 
the  object. 5  Madhusudana  Sarasvati  holds  that  ignorance  is  the 
cause  of  this  illusory  world,  and,  by  virtue  of  this  ignorance,  we  regard 
Brahman  as  its  material  cause.6  “  The  apparent  universe  has  its  root 
in  the  mind  (citta)  and  does  not  persist  when  the  mind  (citta)  is 
abolished."  7  Citsukhi,  Adv aitasiddhantamuktav ali  and  Yogavdsistha 


*  Adhyaropitam. 

1  S.B.,  i.  4.  6.  See  also  S.B.  on  Katha  Up.,  iii.  14  ;  iv.  11. 

3  S.B.,  ii.  3.  46.  4  S.B.,  iii.  21.  17-19. 

5  Jivasrayam  brahmavisayam.  He  thinks  that  the  different  forms 
imposed  on  Brahman  are  due  to  the  modifications  of  the  inner  organ,  and 
thus  has  to  admit  the  existence  of  modifications  and  their  objects. 

6  Asya  daityendrajalasya  yad  upadanakaranam 
Ajnanam  tad  upairitya  brahma  karanam  ucyate. 

(Advaitasiddhi,  p.  238). 

7  Cittamulo  vikalpo  'yam  cittabhave  na  kaScana  {Vivekacuddmayii ,  p.  407). 


THE  ADVAITA  VEDANTA  OF  SAMKARA  581 


make  out  a  strong  case  for  solipsism,  and  declare  that  our  consciousness 
gives  birth  to  the  world,  which  sinks  into  non-being  with  the  cessation 
of  subject-obiect  consciousness.1 

It  is  no  wonder  that  the  Western  critics  have  adopted  a 
similar  view  of  the  Advaita  doctrine  of  the  world.  Edward 
Caird  had  in  mind  this  interpretation  of  the  world  when  he 
remarked  :  “  The  Brahman  religion  only  rose  to  a  pantheism 
which  was  an  acosmism,  to  a  unity  which  was  no  principle 
of  order  in  the  manifold  differences  of  things,  but  merely  a 
gulf  in  which  all  difference  was  lost.”  2  As  this  view,  which 
makes  a  tragic  joke  of  life,  renders  meaningless  many  state¬ 
ments  of  Samkara  on  the  world  of  experience,  and  does  violence 
to  every  canon  of  sound  interpretation,  we  may  here  bring 
together  certain  considerations  which  support  the  phenomenal 
as  against  the  illusory  character  of  the  world. 

Avidya  by  itself  cannot  be  the  cause  of  the  world,  since 
it  is  as  dead  as  the  pradhana  of  the  Sarhkhya.  Samkara,  who 
criticised  the  latter  view,  cannot  be  expected  to  support  the 
theory  of  the  creation  of  the  world  by  avidya.  We  have  also 
to  bear  in  mind  Sarhkara's  criticism  of  the  Buddhist  chain  of 
causation,  which  starts  with  avidya.  “  Now  avidya  is  a 
mental  fiction  of  a  conscious  subject.  It  is  the  first  link  in 
the  twelve-linked  chain  of  causation,  which  consequently 
must  be  regarded  as  taking  for  granted  the  aggregates  of  the 
mind  and  the  body,  without,  however,  showing  how  they 
come  together.”  3  Samkara  rejects  the  theory  that  nothing 
exists,  neither  matter  nor  mind  (sunyavada),4  as  well  as  the 

1  See  also  S.S.S.S.,  xii.  17-19.  Drsfisrstivada,  which  holds  that  the 
world  exists  only  so  long  as  it  is  perceived,  is  upheld  by  Y  ogavakis\ha. 

Manodrsyam  idam  sarvam  yat  kincit  sacaracaram, 

Manaso  hy  unmanibhavad  dvaitam  naivopalabhyate. 

The  whole  world  of  movable  and  immovable  things  is  the  object  of 
manas  ;  by  the  suppression  of  it  all  duality  ceases  to  be  perceived.  See  the 
chapter  on  JIvanmukti  in  Yogavasisthasara.  Cp.  also  Samksepasdriraka. 

“  Tava  cittam  atmatamasa  janitam  parikalpayaty  akhilam  eva  jagat." 
Nrsimhatapani  Up.,  “  cid  dhidam  sarvam  ”  (ii.  i.  7). 

Tasmad  vijnanam  evasti  na  prapanco  na  samsrtih  (Ling a  Pur  ana, 
quoted  in  S.P.B.,  i.  42).  It  is  these  that  justify  the  remark  of  Vijnanabhiksu  : 
“  Etenadhunikanam  vedantibruvanam  api  matam  vijnanavadatulyayo- 
gaksemataya  nirastam  "  (S.P.B.,  i.  43). 

2  Evolution  of  Religion,  vol.  i,  p.  263.  For  other  similar  criticisms  of 
Western  writers  see  Kirtikar  :  Studies  in  Vedanta ,  ch.  ii. 

3  S.B.,  ii.  2.  19. 


4  S.B.,  ii.  2.  31. 


582 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


theory  that  nothing  exists  for  more  moments  than  one 
(ksanabhangavada) . 1  The  refutation  of  the  Buddhist  theory 
of  subjectivism  (vijnanavada)  is  decisive  on  the  question  of 
the  externality  of  the  world  to  the  thinking  subject.  Existence 
is  not  dependent  on  our  mental  modes  :  when  the  world  is 
said  to  be  of  the  form  of  knowledge  (jnanasvarupa),  the  meta¬ 
physical  truth  is  described.  Similarly  Samkara  rejects  all 
attempts  to  reduce  waking  experience  to  the  level  of  dreams.2 
He  does  not  admit  that  the  world  is  a  product  of  mere  avidya. 
Avidya  in  Samkara  is  not  a  mere  subjective  force,  but  has  an 
objective  reality. 3  It  is  the  cause  of  the  whole  material  world 
(prthivyadiprapanca)  which  is  common  to  all  (sarvasadharana) . 
Avidya  is  positive  in  character,  an  objective  force,  beginning¬ 
less  4  and  existing  both  in  a  gross  and  subtle  form.  5  Practically 
avidya,  maya  and  prakrti  are  identified.6 

Samkara  argues  that  the  supreme  reality  of  Brahman  is 
the  basis  of  the  world.  If  Brahman  were  absolutely  different 
from  the  world,  if  the  Atman  were  absolutely  different  from 
the  states  of  waking,  dreaming  and  sleeping,  then  the  repudia¬ 
tion  of  the  reality  of  the  world  or  the  three  states  cannot 
lead  us  to  the  attainment  of  truth.  We  shall  then  have  to 
embrace  nihilism  and  treat  all  teaching  as  purposeless.  7  The 
illusory  snake  does  not  spring  out  of  nothing,  nor  does  it 
pass  into  nothing  when  the  illusion  is  corrected.  The  root 

1  S.B.,  ii.  2.  1 8-2 1  and  26. 

*  Later  Advaitins  write  as  if  there  were  no  distinction  between  the  two. 
Svayamprakasa,  in  his  commentary  on  Laksmidhara’s  Advaitamakaranda, 
says  :  "  As  the  world  of  dreams  in  me  is  projected  by  illusion,  so  is  the 
waking  world  in  me  projected  by  illusion.”  See  Pandit,  October  1873, 
p.  128. 

3  A  famous  verse  quoted  in  Siddhantaratnamala  urges  that  “  the  soul, 
God,  pure  consciousness,  the  distinctness  of  the  first  two,  avidya  and  its 
connection  with  pure  consciousness — these  our  six  are  said  to  be  without 
beginning.” 

Jiva  iso  visuddha  cit  vibhaga£  ca  tayor  dvayoh 

Avidya  taccitor  yogah  sad  asmakam  anadayah. 

4  Anadibhavarupam  yad  vijnanena  villyate 

Tad  ajnanam  iti  prajna  laksanam  sampracaksate. 

( Citsukhl ,  i.  13). 

5  Atmany  avidya  sanadih  sthulasuksmatmana  sthita  (S.S.S.S.,  xii.  19). 

6  Cp.  Lokacarya  :  Tattvatraya,  p.  48,  Chowkhamba  ed. 

7  Yadi  hi  tryavasthatmavilaksanam  turiyam  any  at,  tatpratipatti- 
dvarabhavat  6astropade§anarthakyam  Sunyatapattir  va  (S.B.  on  Ma^d.  Up., 
ii.  7). 
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of  the  illusion  is  logical  and  psychological,  and  not  meta¬ 
physical.  The  pluralistic  universe  is  an  error  of  judgment. 
Correction  of  the  error  means  change  of  opinion.  The  rope 
appears  as  a  snake,  and  when  the  illusion  is  over,  the  snake 
returns  to  the  rope.  So  does  the  world  of  experience  become 
transfigured  in  the  intuition  of  Brahman.  The  world  is  not 
so  much  negated  as  reinterpreted.  The  conception  of  jlvan- 
mukti,  the  idea  of  kramamukti,  the  distinction  of  values,  of 
truth  and  error,  of  virtue  and  vice,  the  possibility  of  attaining 
moksa  through  the  world  of  experience,  imply  that  there  is 
Reality  in  appearances  ;  Brahman  is  in  the  world,  though  not 
as  the  world.  If  the  world  of  experience  were  illusory  and 
unrelated  to  Brahman,  love,  wisdom  and  asceticism  could  not 
prepare  us  for  the  higher  life.  In  so  far  as  Samkara  allows 
that  we  can  realise  the  Absolute  through  the  practice  of 
virtue,  he  allows  a  significance  to  it.  Unreal  the  world  is, 
illusory  it  is  not.  The  jiva  is  not  a  mere  nonentity,  for  release 
is  effected  through  the  sublation  only  of  the  false  self  which 
is  opposed  to  the  nature  of  Atman.  As  Vidyaranya  says  : 
“  If  the  entire  individual  self  were  annihilated,  release  would 
not  be  beneficial  to  men.” 

If  there  were  not  a  Brahman,  then  we  could  have  neither 
empirical  being  nor  illusion.  As  Samkara  says  :  “A  barren 
woman  cannot  be  said  to  give  birth  to  a  child  either  in  reality 
or  in  illusion/’  1  If  the  world  be  regarded  as  baseless,  as  not 
rooted  in  any  reality,  as  having  its  origin  in  non-being,  then 
we  shall  have  to  repudiate  all  reality,  even  that  of  Brahman.2 
The  world  has  the  real  for  its  basis  (aspadam),  for  “  not  even 
the  mirage  can  exist  without  a  basis.”  3  That  kind  of  dream 
which  God  creates,  and  of  which  God  is  the  substance,  is  no 
dream  at  all.  4  If  we  are  able  to  penetrate  to  the  real  through 

i  S.B.  on  Gaudapada’s  Kdrika,  i.  6.  See  also  iii.  28. 

a  Yadi  hyasatam  eva  janma  syad  brahmano  ’sattvaprasangah. 

3  Na  hi  mrgatrsnikadayo  'pi  niraspada  bhavanti  (S.B.G.,  xiii.  14).  See 
also  S.B.  on  Chan.  Up.,  vi.  2.  3  ;  Mandukya  Up.,  i.  7. 

4  In  later  Advaita,  the  comparison  of  the  world  to  a  dream  has  been 
stretched  to  the  breaking-point.  Advaitamakaranda  says  :  “In  this  pro¬ 
tracted  dream  which  the  world  is,  projected  in  that  great  sleep  of  ignorance 
regarding  the  self,  flash  forth  the  glimpses  of  paradise,  emancipation  and 
so  forth.” 

A tmaj  nanamahanidra  jrmbhite  'smin  jaganmaye 
Dirghasvapne  sphuranty  ete  svargamok§adivibhramah  (18). 
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this  world,  it  is  because  the  world  of  appearance  bears  within 
it  traces  of  the  eternal.  If  the  two  are  opposed,  it  will  be 
difficult  to  regard  them  even  in  the  relation  of  the  real  and 
the  apparent.  The  world  is  not  the  Absolute,  though  based 
on  it.  What  is  based  on  the  real,  and  is  not  the  real  itself, 
can  only  be  called  the  appearance  or  phenomenon  of  the  real. 
While  the  world  is  not  the  essential  truth  of  Brahman,  it  is 
its  phenomenal  truth,  the  manner  in  which  we  are  compelled 
to  regard  the  real  as  it  presents  itself  within  our  finite  experi¬ 
ence.  But  all  this  does  not  touch  the  question  of  the  practical 
reality  of  the  world.1 

Samkara’s  views  on  moksa  confirm  this  view  of  the  world. 
He  urges  that  moksa  does  not  mean  the  disappearance  of  the 
world,  since  then  the  world  should  have  disappeared  when 

the  first  case  of  moksa  occurred.  If  moksa  should  involve 

•  • 

the  annihilation  of  plurality,  the  right  way  to  go  about 
realising  it  is  not  to  displace  avidya  by  vidya  but  to  destroy 
the  world.2  Samkara  distinguishes  jivanmukti,  or  the  state 
of  release,  while  one  is  alive,  from  videhamukti,  or  the  release 
obtained  when  the  liberated  shakes  off  his  body.  The  presence 
of  the  body  makes  no  difference  to  the  state  of  release,  which 
is  in  essence  one  of  freedom  from  worldly  bonds.  The  state 
of  release  consists  not  in  the  persistence  or  annihilation  of 
plurality,  but  in  the  incapacity  of  the  pluralistic  universe  to 
mislead  us.  For  the  jivanmukta  obviously  the  world  of 
plurality,  including  his  own  body,  does  not  perish  ;  only  he 
has  the  right  perspective  regarding  it.  In  the  state  of  release 
the  world  of  plurality  does  not  disappear,  but  is  lit  up  by 
another  light.  There  is  no  more  the  blindness  born  of  desire, 
which  sets  and  keeps  the  unhappy  victims  hunting  in  vain 
for  what  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  chain  of  samsara.  The  false 
ideas  of  the  independence  of  selves  and  objects  and  their 

1  What  Berkeley  says  in  another  connection  holds  good  of  ^amkara. 
“  What  therefore  becomes  of  the  sun,  moon  and  stars  ?  What  must  we 
think  of  houses,  rivers,  mountains,  trees,  stones,  nay,  even  of  our  own 
bodies  ?  Are  all  these  but  so  many  chimeras  and  illusions  of  the  fancy  ? 

.  .  .  I  answer,  that  by  the  principles  premised  we  are  not  deprived  of  any 
one  thing  in  nature.  Whatever  we  see,  feel,  hear,  or  any  wise  conceive 
or  understand  remains  as  secure  as  ever,  and  is  as  real  as  ever.  There  is 
a  rerum  natura,  and  the  distinction  between  realities  and  chimeras  retains 
its  full  force  "  ( Principles  of  Human  Knowledge,  p.  3.4). 

•  S.B.,  iii  2.  21. 
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activities  are  undermined  when  the  truth  of  the  oneness  of 
self  with  Brahman  is  realised.1  Avidya  is  not  so  much 
imagination  as  failure  to  discriminate  (aviveka)  between 
reality  and  appearance.  Samkara  does  not  dispute  the 
obvious  fact  that  we  seem  to  ourselves  to  be  knowing,  feeling, 
willing  individuals,  but  denies  the  theory  founded  on  these 
facts  that  the  finite  selves  are  real  subjects  being  actually 
what  they  purport  to  be.  The  real  accepts  the  phenomenal. 
Appearances  belong  to  reality.  This  is  the  truth  suggested 
by  the  hypothesis  of  ananyatva  or  non-difference,  advocated 
by  the  Advaita.  Ramanuja  criticises  it  thus  :  “  Those,  how¬ 
ever,  who  maintain  the  non-difference  of  an  effect  from  its 
yause,  on  the  ground  that  the  effect  is  unreal,  cannot  establish 
the  non-difference  they  seek  to  make  out,  for  there  can  be  no 
identity  between  what  is  true  and  what  is  false.  If  it  were 
as  they  maintain,  either  Brahman  would  be  unreal  or  the 
world  would  be  real.”  2  The  Advaitin  does  not  maintain  that 
Brahman  devoid  of  all  changes  is,  as  such,  one  with  the 
changing  world.  Nor  does  he  suggest  that  the  Brahman 
which  sustains  the  changing  world  is  as  unreal  as  the  latter. 
He  holds  that  the  phenomenal  world  is  unreal,  i.e.  has  no 
real  existence  apart  from  Brahman.  The  non-difference 
(ananyatva)  is  interpreted  by  Samkara  to  be  non-existence, 
as  something  different  from  its  cause.  3  Vacaspati  makes  the 
meaning  clear  by  making  out  in  his  Bhamati  that  non¬ 
difference  does  not  affirm  identity,  but  only  denies  difference.  4 
Discussing  the  question  of  causality  and  its  metaphysical 
truth  of  identity,  Samkara  says  that  the  effect  is  identical 
with  the  cause,  and  not  the  cause  with  the  effect.  5  While 
Monism  (ekatvam)  may  swallow  up  all  distinctions  and 
differences,  in  Advaitism  (non-dualism)  the  gulf  between  the 
relative  and  the  absolute  is  bridged  over  in  a  comprehensive 

1  Brahmatmadarsinam  prati,  samastasya  kriyakarakaphalalaksanasya  vya- 
vaharasyabhavam  (S.B.,  ii.  i.  14). 

*  R.B.,  ii.  1.  15;  1.  19- 

3  Tadvyatirekenabhavah  (S.B.,  ii.  1.  14). 

4  Na  khalv  ananyatvam  ity  abhedam  brumah  kim  tu  bhedam  vyasedhama 
{Bhamati,  ii.  1.  14).  In  the  same  spirit  the  Tlkakara  says:  “  The  world  is  not 
identical  with  Brahman,  only  it  has  no  separate  being  apart  from  or  inde¬ 
pendent  of  its  underlying  cause.”  “  Karanat  prthak  sattasunyatvam 
sadhyate,  na  tv  aikyabhiprayena.” 

5  S.B.,  ii.  1.  7- 


586 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


affirmation.  Samkara’s  interpretation  of  the  Upanisad  passage, 
that  the  modifications  of  clay  have  for  their  reality  clay, 
enforces  the  truth  that  the  world  is  substantially  Brahman 
and  depends  on  it.  Whenever  he  denies  the  reality  of  effects 
he  qualifies  his  denial  by  some  such  phrase  as  “  different  from 
Brahman  ”  or  “  different  from  the  cause.”  1  Nowhere  does 
he  say  that  our  life  is  literally  a  dream  and  our  knowledge  a 
phantasm. 

Since  Samkara  repudiates  the  conception  of  a  concrete 
universal  as  the  ultimate  category,  it  is  thought  that  he  dis¬ 
misses  the  world  as  meaningless.  Samkara’s  Brahman,  which 
has  no  other,  nothing  independent  of  it,  seems  to  be  an 
abstract  unity,  a  sort  of  lion’s  den  where  all  that  enters  is 
lost.  Samkara  holds  that  we  cannot  construe  the  relation 
between  Brahman  and  the  world  in  any  logical  way,  but  he 
is  as  insistent  as  any  advocate  of  the  theory  of  the  concrete 
universal  that  nothing  is  real  apart  from  the  ultimate  reality. 
Though  the  world  and  Brahman  are  not  regarded  as  comple¬ 
mentary  elements  in  a  whole,  they  are  not  set  in  absolute 
antagonism.  And  yet  great  scholars  have  rushed  to  this 
conclusion.2  Samkara’s  view  that  the  problem  of  the  relation 
of  reality  and  appearance  remains  for  us  finite  souls  a  riddle, 
is  the  result  of  greater  maturity  of  thought.  We  need  not 
condemn  human  wisdom  as  illusory  if  it  is  unable  to  lift  the 
veil  which  covers  all  ultimate  beginnings. 

The  question  is,  are  the  appearances  beyond  which  we  have 
to  penetrate  to  the  truly  real,  actual  states  of  the  real,  though 
possessing  only  a  derivative  and  secondary  sort  of  being,  or 
are  they  simply  the  ideas  with  which  the  finite  mind  of  man 
conceives  the  true  reality  in  accordance  with  its  own  nature  ? 
In  other  words,  is  relative  being  a  true  modification  of  the 
original  reality,  or  is  it  a  distortion  of  the  genuine  being  by 
the  finite  understanding  of  man  ?  The  former  is  the  view 
of  Ramanuja,  which  is  akin  to  the  theory  of  Hegel,  who  regards 

i  Brahmavyatirekena  or  Karanavyatirekena  (S.B.,  ii.  2.  3,  ii.  1.  14,  and 
Gaudapada’s  Kdrika,  i.  6). 

1  Deussen’s  interpretation  is  well  known.  Max  Miiller  observes  :  “  It 
must  be  clear  to  everyone  who  has  once  mastered  the  framework  of  the 
true  Vedanta  philosophy  as  I  have  here  tried  to  explain  it,  that  there  is 
really  but  little  room  in  it  for  psychology  or  cosmology,  nay,  even  for  ethics  ” 
(S.S.P.,  p.  170). 
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the  relative  world  as  a  real  self-expression  of  the  Absolute. 
One  view  of  Spinoza’s  philosophy  admits  the  position.1  The 
latter  view  is  represented  by  the  Yogacara  Buddhists,  who, 
like  Kant  and  more  thoroughly  Schopenhauer,  regard  the 
empirical  world  as  a  subjective  appearance  in  consciousness, 
shaped  according  to  the  categories  of  space,  time  and  causality 
among  others.  There  are  some  passages  in  Samkara  which 
lead  us  to  think  that  he  tended  to  regard  the  world  as  a  mere 
human  presentation  of  the  genuinely  real,  and  others  where 
he  is  inclined  to  make  the  world  of  experience  objective  and 
independent  of  the  finite  individual.  To  understand  Samkara’s 
position,  we  should  consider  the  relation  of  avidya  to  maya. 


XXXIII 

Maya  and  Avidya 

When  we  look  at  the  problem  from  the  objective  side,  we 
speak  of  maya,  and  when  from  the  subjective  side,  we  speak 
of  avidya.2  Even  as  Brahman  and  Atman  are  one,  so  are 
maya  and  avidya  one.  The  tendency  of  the  human  mind  to 
see  what  is  really  one  as  if  it  were  many,  is  avidya  ;  but  this 
is  common  to  all  individuals.  For  when  Samkara  speaks  of 
avidya,  he  means  neither  yours  nor  mine.  It  is  an  impersonal 
force  which  imparts  itself  to  our  individual  consciousnesses, 
though  it  transcends  them.  For  our  knowing  mechanism 
operates  on  things  already  created,  which  we  perceive  but 
do  not  make.  The  world  is  created  by  God  in  the  order 
mentioned  in  the  scriptures  and  noticed  by  us. 3  Maya  is 
both  subjective  and  objective,  individual  and  universal,  that 
out  of  which  the  conditioned  forms  of  intelligence  and  of 

1  Pandit  Kokilesvar  £astri  attributes  a  similar  view  to  Samkara.  See 
his  Advaita  Philosophy. 

»  “  We  speak  of  maya  when  we  have  in  view  its  power  of  producing 
extraordinary  effects  and  its  being  subject  to  the  will  of  the  agent  ;  of 
avidya,  on  the  other  hand,  we  speak  when  having  in  mird  its  obscuring 
power  and  its  independence*’  ( Vivaranaprameyasamgraha ,  i.  i;  Indian 
Thought,  vol.  i,  p.  280). 

3  £rutidarsitena  kramena  paramesvarena  srsfam,  ajnatasattayuktam  eva 
visvam  tadtadvisayapramanavatarape  tasya  tasya  drsfisiddhih  ( Siddhanta - 
lesa,  ii). 
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objective  existence  arise.  If  that  by  reason  of  which  the 
unreal  world  presents  itself  as  real  is  purely  subjective,  then 
it  is  mere  fancy  and  cannot  be  seriously  treated  as  the  material 
cause  of  the  world.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  regarded  as 
the  material  cause  of  the  world,  something  like  the  prakrti 
of  the  Samkhya,  then  it  is  not  mere  individual  ignorance. 
The  two,  the  avidya  of  the  individual  and  the  prakrti  of  the 
Brahman,  arise  together ;  neither  of  them  is  thinkable  apart 
from  the  other,  so  that  even  avidya  is  dependent  on  the 
ultimate  reality.1  The  phenomenal  self  and  the  phenomenal 
world  are  mutually  implicated  facts.2  Avidya  and  prakrti 
are  co-eternal  and  belong  to  the  world  of  experience. 3  The 
space-time-cause  world  is  the  view  of  reality  given  to  us 
through  avidya,  which  is  adapted  to  the  purpose  of  presenting 
us  with  such  a  world.  Samkara  steers  clear  of  mentalism 
as  well  as '  materialism.  We  cannot  say  that  nature  is  a 
phenomenon  of  our  consciousness,  any  more  than  the  pheno- 
menal  self  is  a  product  of  nature.  The  conditions  of  the 
possibility  of  objective  experience  are  also  the  conditions  of 
the  possibility  of  logical  selfhood  or  self-consciousness.  Why 
do  our  minds  work  in  this  misleading  way  ?  Why  is  there 
avidya  ?  Why  do  we  have  the  space-time-cause  world  ? 
Why  is  there  may  a  ?  are  different  ways  of  stating  the  same 
insoluble  problem.  The  Atman,  which  is  pure  knowledge, 
somehow  lapses  into  avidya,  just  as  Brahman,  which  is  pure 
being,  turns  aside  into  the  space-time-cause  world.  Through 
avidya  we  reach  vidya,  even  as  through  the  empirical  world 
we  reach  Brahman.  Why  there  is  this  universal  and  primeval 
turning  aside  or  perversion,  is  more  than  we  can  say,  yet  we 
must  hold  that  neither  our  logical  minds  nor  the  world  which 
it  apprehends  is  an  illusion.  A  phenomenon  is  not  a  phantasm. 
Avidya  and  maya  represent  the  sub j  ective  and  the  obj  ective  sides 
of  the  one  fundamental  fact  of  experience.  It  is  called  avidya, 
since  it  is  dissolvable  by  knowledge  ;  but  the  objective  series 
is  called  maya,  since  it  is  coeternal  with  the  supreme  person- 

1  Cp.  Kant,  also  Bergson’s  view  that  the  materiality  of  matter  comes 
into  existence  with  the  intellectuality  of  our  consciousness.  Intellect  and 
the  world  as  it  appears  are  born  together  and  involve  each  other. 

*  Cp.  Vi§KU  Purana  :  Avidya  pancaparvaisa  pradurbhuta  mahatmanalj 
(i-  5-5). 

3  Advaitasiddhi,  p.  595. 
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ality.  Samkara  admits  its  existence  even  in  the  state  of 
pralaya  or  destruction.  Isvara,  the  omniscient,  who  controls 
his  may  a,  has  no  avidya,  and  if  Samkara  here  and  there  lends 
countenance  to  a  different  theory,  it  is  in  the  figurative  sense 
that  Isvara  has  the  power  which  leads  to  avidya  in  the  indi¬ 
vidual.  The  Samkhya  thinkers  did  not  admit  the  existence 
of  an  Isvara,  but  the  empirical  world  was  traced  to  a  primeval 
avidya  which  is  said  to  be  beginningless.  Avidya  is  a  quality 
of  buddhi,  and  therefore  must  reside  in  buddhi,  and  logic 
requires  that  the  beginningless  nature  of  avidya  must  be 
attributed  to  its  locus  in  buddhi  also.  So  buddhi  becomes  a 
manifestation  of  prakrti,  the  fundamental  object  or  root- 
substance.  The  objectivity  of  avidya  is  thus  safeguarded. 
Vivaranaprameyasamgraha  says  :  “  Avidya  no  doubt  consti¬ 
tutes  a  defect  in  consciousness  in  so  far  as  it  impedes  the 
presentation  of  non-duality  and  gives  rise  to  the  presentation 
of  duality  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  constitutes  an  excellence 
since  it  forms  the  material  cause,  and  thus  renders  possible 
the  cognition  of  Brahman.”  1  The  finiteness  is  necessary 
before  we  can  reach  the  infinite. 

While  Samkara  uses  avidya  and  maya  indiscriminately,*  later 
Advaitins  draw  a  distinction  between  the  two.  While  maya  is  the 

1  Indian  Thought,  vol.  ii,  p.  177.  Cp.  Isa  Up.,  where  we  are  said  to 
cross  death  by  means  of  avidya. 

*  Colonel  Jacob  is  against  identifying  maya  with  avidya.  See  Veddnta- 
sdra,  v.  The  world  of  plurality  is  the  product  of  avidya.  The  central 
forms  of  the  finite  mind,  space,  time  and  cause,  are  also  the  basis  (alambanam) 
of  the  phenomenal  world.  Avidya  is  said  to  produce  the  maya  names  and 
forms  through  which  the  empirical  world  is  produced.  Avidyapratyupastha- 
pitanamarupamayavesavasena  (S.B.,  ii.  2.  2).  It  is  sometimes  said  that 
mulaprakrti  is  maya,  while  its  effect  of  concealment  (avarana)  and  projection 
(viksepa)  are  avidya.  Others  are  of  opinion  that  mulaprakrti  with  pure 
sattva  is  maya,  while  that  qualified  by  impure  sattva  is  avidya.  Vikse- 
pasaktipradhana-mulaprakrti,  or  the  root  substance  dominated  by  the 
power  of  projection,  is  maya,  while  avaranasaktipradhana-mulaprakrti,  or 
the  root-substance  dominated  by  the  power  of  concealment,  is  avidya.  In 
some  works  on  Advaita,  avidya  is  said  to  consist  of  the  three  qualities  of 
sattva,  rajas  and  tamas,  and  is  said  to  constitute  the  upadhi  of  Isvara. 
This  view  is  not  quite  satisfactory.  If  Isvara  has  the  qualities  of  rajas  and 
tamas,  it  is  difficult  to  discriminate  him  from  the  jiva.  Cp.  Skanda  Pur  ana, 
where  avidya  is  regarded  as  the  limiting  adjunct  of  jiva  and  maya  as  the 
limiting  adjunct  of  the  Supreme  viewed  as  Brahma,  Visnu  and  Mahe§vara. 

Avidyopadhiko  jivo  na  mayopadhikah  khalu 

Mayakaryagu$acchanna  brabmavi^umahesvarafr. 
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upadhi  of  Hvara,  avidya  is  the  upadhi  of  the  individual.  According 
to  Vidyaranya,  the  reflection  of  Brahman  in  maya  whicH  is  made  of 
the  pure  sattva  is  Bvara,  while  the  reflection  of  Brahman  in  avidya, 
in  which  rajas  and  tamas  are  also  present,  is  the  jiva  or  the  individual.1 
Samkara  is  of  this  view,  since  he  says  :  "  The  highest  Brahman  becomes 
the  lower  I6vara  through  association  with  a  pure  limitation,  when 
one  conceives  of  it.”  3  The  products  of  avidya  are  also  the  powers 
of  Hvara.  The  world  is  the  expression  of  the  nature  of  God  ;  it  is 
also  relative  to  the  logical  mind  of  man.  The  things  of  the  world  are 
said  to  be  both  ideas  of  the  Divine  mind  and  presentations  of  human 
knowledge.  I£vara  is  asserted  to  be  the  cause  of  the  world, 3  and  yet 
the  world  belonging  to  the  very  self  of  Isvara  is  also  said  to  be  fashioned 
by  avidya. 4  Brahman  and  maya  are  present  in  the  universe  and 
constitute  the  material  cause  of  the  world.  The  two  are  entwined 
together  into  one  string  as  the  real  and  the  appearance  based  on  it. 


XXXIV 

The  World  of  Nature 

Samkara  does  not  stop  with  a  mere  description  of  reality, 
but  examines  the  realm  of  phenomena  in  the  light  of  his 
theory,  formulates  the  truth  which  inadequate  conceptions 
contain,  and  arranges  the  various  phenomena  in  the  order  of 
their  varying  approximations  to  truth.  He  attempts  to  show 
how  each  appearance  endeavours  to  reveal  the  character  of 
reality  which  is  its  ground.  Since  the  inexhaustible  Brahman 
stands  at  the  root  of  all,  continuously  higher  and  higher 
expressions  reveal  themselves  in  the  world.  5  “  As  in  the 

series  of  beings  which  descends  from  man  to  blades  of  grass, 
a  successive  diminution  of  knowledge,  power  and  so  on  is 
observed — although  they  have  all  the  common  attribute  of 
being  animated — so  in  the  ascending  series,  extending  from 
man  up  to  Hiranyagarbha,  a  gradually  increasing  manifes- 

*  Paficadati,  .  16-17. 

1  S.B.,  Chan.  Up.,  iii.  14.  2.  “  Visuddhopadhisambandhat.” 

3  i.  1.  2. 

4  Cp.  Avidyatmika  hi  sa  bljasaktir  avyaktasabdanirdesya  parame£va- 
rasraya  maya  (S.B.,  i.  4.  3).  See  also  S.B.,  ii.  1.  14  ;  i.  3.  19.  Avidyaya 
mayaya. 

5  Yady  apy  eka  evatma  sarvabhutesu  sthavarajangamesu  gudhas  tathapi 
cittopadhivise§ataratamyad  atmanafl  kutasthanityasyaikarupasyapy  utta- 
rottaram  avt?tasya  taratamyam  aisvaryasaktivise§aifl  sriiyate  (S.B.,  i.  1.  11). 
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tation  of  knowledge,  power,  etc.,  takes  place/* 1  We  can 
distinguish  in  the  world  of  phenomena :  (i)  the  Isvara,  the 
dispenser  of  retribution,  (2)  the  extension  of  nature,  the  nama- 
rupaprapanca,  the  name  and  form  world  which  is  the 
scene  of  retribution,  and  (3)  the  plurality  of  individual  souls, 
subject  to  the  limitations  of  individuality,  which  suffer  retri¬ 
bution  in  each  new  existence  for  the  works  of  the  previous 
lives.  The  plurality  of  the  world  arises  from  the  two  factors 
of  the  enjoyer  and  the  enjoyed,  the  actors  and  the  stage. 
The  material  world  is  called  ksetra,  since  it  is  the  environment 
where  the  individual  souls  can  act,  realising  their  desires  and 
fruits  of  their  past  karma.2  It  is  inorganic  nature  consisting 
of  the  five  elements.  Organic  nature  consists  of  bodies  in 
which  souls  that  have  entered  into  the  elements  and  wander  as 
plants,  animals,  men  and  gods  are  housed. 3  The  world  of 
samsara  consists  of  various  orders  of  beings  with  different 
modes  of  existence  and  different  worlds  answering  to  conditions 
necessary  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  experiences  of  beings.  These 
beings  form  a  graduated  scale  where  the  lowest  limit  is  con¬ 
stituted  by  those  whose  experiences  are  most  limited  and  the 
highest  being  the  gods  of  the  supersensible  realm. 4 

The  evolution  of  the  universe  obeys  an  order.  5  From 
prakrti,  the  element  of  objectivity,  arises  first  akasa,  the 
prius  of  space  and  matter.  “  The  entire  world  springs  from 
Isvara,  akasa  being  produced  first,  and  later  on  the  other 
elements  in  due  succession/*  6  Akasa,  one,  infinite,  impon¬ 
derable,  inert,  all-pervasive,  is  the  first  product. 7  It  stands 
for  both  space  and  an  exceedingly  fine  matter  filling  all  space. 
However  attenuated  a  substance  akasa  may  be,  it  is  yet  of 
the  same  order  as  the  elements  of  air,  fire,  water  and  earth. 
Thus  Saihkara  disputes  the  Buddhist  view  that  akasa  is  a 

1  S.B.,  i.  3.  30.  Yatha  hi  pranitvavisese  ’pi  manusyadistambaparyan- 
tesu  jnanaisvaryadipratibandhah  parena  parena  bhuyan  bhavan  drsyate, 
tatha  manusyadisv  eva  hiranyagarbhaparyantesu  jnanaisvaryabhivyaktir 
api  parena  parena  bhuyasl  bhavati.  See  also  S.B.,  i.  i.  i. 

1  Phalopabhogartham  .  .  .  sarvapranikarmaphalasrayah  (S.B.,  Mund. 
Up.,  iii.  1.  1). 

3  The  Vedic  deities  also  belong  to  the  cosmic  process  (S.B.,  i.  2.  17; 
i.  3-  33)- 

4  S.B.,  i.  j.  10  ;  S.B.  on  Brh.  Up.,  i.  4.  10. 

s  S.B.,  ii.  1.  24-25.  6  S.B.,  ii.  3.  7^ 

1  S.B.,  i.  1.  22  ;  i.  3.  41.  See  Chan.  Up.,  iii,  14.  3  ;  viii.  14. 
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negative  entity,  the  mere  absence  of  hindrances.1  He  holds 
that  the  negative  result  is  a  consequence  of  its  positive  nature.2 
From  akasa  other  subtle  elements  (suksmabhutas)  arise  in  an 
ascending  order. 3  Following  the  account  of  the  Upanisads,4 
Samkara  declares  that,  from  akasa,  air  arises.  From  air 
comes  fire,  from  fire  water,  from  water  earth.  Since  these 
five  elements  are  relatively  more  permanent  than  their  modi¬ 
fications,  they  are  figuratively  called  immortal,  imperishable.  5 
Akasa  has  the  quality  of  sound,  air  of  impact  and  pressure, 
light  of  luminosity  and  heat,  water  of  taste  and  earth  of  smell. 
The  relation  of  the  properties  to  the  elements  is  one  of  seed 
to  plant.  The  sabdatanmatra,  or  the  sound-essence,  gives  rise 
to  akasa,  which,  in  its  turn,  produces  the  outer  form  of  sound. 
The  tanmatra  or  the  essence,  contains  in  it  both  the  element 
and  its  property.  We  have  seen  also  that  there  is  a  graduated 
scale  of  the  elements.  All  of  them  seem  to  be  contained  in 
the  akasa  tanmatra.  The  whole  world  takes  its  rise  from 
akasa  or  sound. 

The  gross  matter  of  the  world  (mahabhutas)  is  made  up 
of  the  varying  combinations  of  these  subtle  rudiments 
(suksmabhutas).6  The  gross  substance  akasa  manifests  sound, 
air  manifests  sound  and  pressure,  fire  these  and  in  addition 
light  and  heat,  water  has  the  qualities  of  taste  in  addition  to 
the  others,  and  earth  has  the  qualities  of  other  substances 
and  its  own  special  quality  of  smell.  Every  object  has  the 
properties  of  sound,  tangibility,  form,  taste  and  smell.  While 
the  subtle  rudiments  are  forms,  homogeneous  and  continuous, 
of  matter  without  any  atomicity  of  structure,  the  gross  sub¬ 
stances  are  composite,  though  they  are  also  said  to  be  con¬ 
tinuous  and  devoid  of  atomic  structure. 7  The  gross  elements 

1  Avaranabhava  (S.B.,  ii.  2.  22).  1  Vastubliutam. 

3  S.B.,  ii.  3.  8-13.  4  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  1  ;  Chan.  Up.,  vi.  2.  2-3. 

5  Chan.  Up.,  iv.  3.  1  ;  Brh.  Up.,  i.  5.  22. 

6  In  each  gross  substance  all  the  five  subtle  elements  are  found,  though 
in  different  proportions.  Quintuplication  (panclkarana)  is  the  name  given  to 
the  process  of  the  combination  of  the  five  subtle  elements  into  the  gross 
substances  of  the  world.  Samkara  does  not  speak  of  panclkarana,  which 
assumes  great  importance  in  later  Advaita.  See  Veddntasdra.  He  adopts 
the  view  of  trivrtkarana,  or  the  mingling  of  the  three  elements.  This  is 
also  the  view  of  Vacaspati. 

7  Atom  or  anu  is  in  the  Advaita  Vedanta  not  an  ultimate  indivisible 
discrete  constituent  of  matter,  but  is  the  smallest  conceivable  quantum  of 
matter. 
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give  rise  by  modifications  (parinama)  to  different  kinds  of 
things.  Matter  is  constantly  undergoing  change  of  state. 
Changes  may  also  be  induced  from  without.  Sarhkara  speaks 
of  a  cosmic  vibratory  motion.1  All  these  elements  are  non- 
intelligent  (acetana),  and  cannot  of  themselves  bring  about 
their  development.  The  immanence  of  God  in  them  all  is 
assumed.2  If  the  activities  of  the  different  elements  are 
sometimes  traced  to  the  different  Vedic  deities,  it  makes  little 
difference,  since  the  latter  only  symbolise  the  functions  of 
Isvara. 

The  order  of  creation  is  reversed  in  the  case  of  dissolution.  3 
At  the  time  of  dissolution  the  earth  becomes  water  again  ; 
water  fire,  fire  air,  air  becomes  akasa,  and  akasa  re-enters 
Isvara. 

The  psychic  organs  like  manas  (inner  organ)  are  assumed 
by  Samkara  to  be  of  like  nature  with  the  physical  elements. 
The  human  organism,  like  other  things,  is  composed  of  the 
three  elements  of  earth,  water  and  fire. 4  Manas  or  the  inner 
organ,  prana  or  the  vital  breath,  and  vak  or  speech,  correspond 
to  earth,  water  and  fire  respectively. 5  Sarhkara  is  aware  that 
they  are  sometimes  regarded  as  different  in  kind  from  the 
physical  elements  and  produced  before  or  after  them.  In  any 
case  they,  as  well  as  the  elements,  are  in  themselves  lifeless 
and  are  produced  as  means  to  ends.  Inorganic  nature  is 
parartha,  i.e.  serves  a  purpose  which  lies  beyond  it.6  There 
is  uniformity  of  nature  in  the  inorganic  world. 7 

When  we  pass  to  organic  nature,  a  new  principle  comes 
before  us,  the  power  of  life  immanent  in  certain  things,  by 

1  Sarvalokaparispandanam. 

1  Paramesvara  eva  tena  tenatmanavatisthamano  'bhidhyayams  tarn  tam 
vikaram  srjati  (S.B.,  ii.  3.  13).  Ramanuja  holds  that  God's  samkalpa,  or 
will,  is  not  necessary  on  every  occasion  of  change.  It  occurs  only  once  before 
the  rise  of  akasa. 

3  See  S.B.,  ii.  3.  14.  Cp.  Deussen  :  “  This  view  is  likely  to  throw  some 
light  on  the  scientific  motive  of  the  teaching  of  the  gradual  evolution  and 
absorption  of  the  elements,  as  to  which  we  have  no  other  information  ;  the 
observation  that  solids  dissolve  in  water,  that  water  turns  into  steam  through 
heat,  that  the  flames  of  fire  flicker  out  into  the  air,  air  according  to  the 
altitude  rarefies  more  and  more  into  empty  space,  might  lead  us  to  the  gradual 
progression  of  the  dissolution  of  the  world,  and,  by  inversion  into  its  opposite, 
the  creation  of  the  world  ”  (D.S.V.,  p.  237). 

4  Chan.  Up.,  vi.  2.  2-3. 

6  S.B.G.,  xiii.  22. 


5  S.B.,  ii.  4.  20  ;  iii.  1.  2. 
7  S.B.,  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  8. 


594 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


which  they  are  able  to  realise  a  state  of  greater  perfection, 
the  power  of  realising  an  ideal.  A  stone  does  not  live,  since 
it  has  no  tendency  to  become  perfect,  no  inward  inclination 
or  strength  to  turn  itself  into  a  pillar  or  a  statue.  A  plant, 
however,  lives.  If  placed  in  suitable  conditions,  it  has  the 
power  to  grow,  put  forth  leaf  and  blossom,  flower  and  fruit. 
The  animal,  again,  is  capable  of  a  fuller  life  than  the  plant. 
It  sees,  hears  and  feels,  and  also  knows  vaguely  what  it  is 
about.  Not  only  does  it  thrive  in  favourable  conditions,  but 
it  goes  out  to  find  those  conditions.  It  moves  on  purpose, 
while  the  plant  does  not.  The  human  being  lives  a  much 
higher  life.  He  is  what  Samkara  calls  a  vyutpannacitta,  a 
reflective  being,  with  understanding  and  will.  He  has  the 
growing  power  of  the  plant,  the  moving  and  the  sensing 
powers  of  the  animal,  as  well  as  the  power  to  pierce  behind 
the  veil,  discriminate  the  eternal  from  the  non-eternal,  and 
choose  between  good  and  evil.  Men  who  realise  their  ambition 
are  the  gods.  Thus  under  organic  nature  we  find  four  classes 
of  beings,  gods,  men,  animals  and  plants.1  In  the  spirit  of 
the  Upanisads,  Samkara  admits  that  plants  are  places  of 
enjoyment  and  possess  living  souls,2  which  have  entered  into 
them  in  consequence  of  impure  deeds.  Though  they  are 
insensible  of  enjoyment  and  suffering,  they  are  said  to  be 
atoning  for  the  deeds  of  their  past  existence.  For  Samkara 
generally  recognises  three  kinds  of  embodied  souls,  gods  to 
whom  is  assigned  a  condition  of  infinite  enjoyment,  men 
whose  lot  is  a  mixed  one  of  happiness  and  misery,  and  animals 
whose  share  is  infinite  suffering.  3  In  their  embodied  condition 
the  souls  exist  together  with  the  vital  forces  and  subtle  bodies, 
and,  until  they  are  liberated,  these  cling  to  them.  The  souls 
are  said  to  be  emanations  from  Brahman  as  the  sparks  are 
from  fire  ;  only  they  return  into  Brahman,  while  the  sparks 
do  not  get  back  to  fire.4 

1  S.B.,  iii.  i.  24.  *  Ibid.  3  S.B.,  ii.  i.  34. 

«  Mund.  Up.,  ii.  1.  1  ;  Kausitaki,  iii.  3.  4.  20 ;  Brh.,  ii.  1.  20.  See 
3.B.,  iii.  1.  20-21  ■  Ait.  Up.,  iii.  3.  Sue  also  Clian.  Up.,  vi.  2.  2. 
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XXXV 

The  Individual  Self 

The  aim  of  the  Vedanta  is  to  lead  us  from  an  analysis  of 
the  human  self  to  the  reality  of  the  one  absolute  self.  The 
passages  of  the  Vedanta  possess  this  dual  application.1  The 
individual  self  is  a  system  of  memories  and  associations, 
desires  and  dislikes,  of  preferences  and  purposes.  Though  it 
may  not  be  possible  for  us  to  take  in  at  a  single  glance  this 
whole  system,  its  general  structure  and  predominant  elements 
are  open  to  our  inspection.  This  system  is  the  vijnanatman, 
which  is  subject  to  change,  while  the  paramatman  is  free 
from  all  change.2  The  jiva  is  said  to  be  in  essence  one  with 
the  Atman.  That  art  thou.3  “  Nor  is  there  any  force  in  the 
objection  that  things  with  contrary  qualities  cannot  be 
identical ;  for  the  opposition  of  qualities  can  be  shown  to  be 
false.”  4  Samkara  distinguishes  carefully  the  self  that  is 
implied  in  all  experience  from  the  self  which  is  an  observed 
fact  of  introspection,  the  metaphysical  subject  or  the  “  I  ” 
and  the  psychological  subject  or  the  “  me.”  The  object  of 
self-consciousness  (ahampratyayavisaya)  is  not  the  pure  self, 
the  saksin,  but  the  active  and  enjoying  individual  (kartr) 
endowed  with  objective  qualities.  When  the  psychologists 
speak  of  self,  they  treat  it  as  an  object  of  introspection. 
While  the  Atman  is  purely  cognitive,  5  our  individual  con¬ 
sciousness  is  essentially  an  active  striving  towards  some  end. 
The  sense  of  activity  is  for  each  of  us  our  most  intimate 
experience.  This  empirical  self  is  the  agent  of  all  activities.6 
If  activity  (kartrtva)  were  the  essential  nature  of  the  soul, 
there  would  be  no  delivery  from  it — any  more  than  of  fire 
from  heat — and  as  long  as  man  has  not  freed  himself  from 
activity,  he  has  failed  to  attain  his  highest  end,  since  activity 
is  essentially  painful.  "  The  activity  of  the  soul  depends  only 

*  S.B.,  ii.  3.  25. 

*  S.B.,  i.  3.  24.  Cp.  also  Katha  Up.,  iii.  i  ;  Mund.,  iii.  i.  i  ;  Svet.  Up., 
iv.  6.  7. 

3  Cp.  with  this  the  well-known  doctrine  of  the  Quakers,  according  to 
which  there  is  in  every  man’s  inmost  being  the  Inner  Light,  the  radiance 
by  which  all  dogmas  and  doctrines  are  to  be  judged. 

4  S.B. ,  iv.  1.  3.  5  S.B.,  ii.  3.  40.  6  S.B  ,  i.  1.  4. 
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on  the  qualities  of  the  upadhis  being  ascribed  to  it  and  not  to 
its  own  nature.”  1 2  The  individual  soul  is  essentially  an 
agent  ;  otherwise  the  Vedic  injunctions,  etc.,  would  become 
purposeless.  There  are  many  passages  in  the  Upanisads 
which  attribute  agency  to  the  soul. 3 4 *  Agency  really  abides 
in  the  upadhi  or  limitation,  of  vijnana  or  understanding.  The 
jiva  is  subject-object,  self  and  not-self,  reality  and  appearance. 
It  consists  of  the  Atman  limited  or  individuated  by  the  object. 3 
It  is  the  Atman  in  association  with  ajnana.  In  Emerson’s 
language,  “  Every  man  is  God  playing  the  fool.”  4  Avidya 
or  logical  knowledge,  causes  the  sense  of  individuality  of  the 
empirical  self,  which  is  “  alike  deceiving  and  deceived.”  The 
distinctive  characteristic  of  the  individual  soul  is  its  connec¬ 
tion  with  buddhi  or  understanding,  which  endures  as  long  as 
the  state  of  samsara  is  not  terminated  by  perfect  knowledge.  5 
The  soul’s  connection  with  buddhi  continues  even  after  death. 
It  can  be  broken  only  by  the  attainment  of  freedom.  During 
deep  sleep  and  death  this  connection  is  potential,  while  it 
becomes  actual  on  waking  and  rebirth  respectively.  If  we 
do  not  assume  a  potential  continuance  of  this  kind,  the  law 
of  causality  will  be  violated,  since  nothing  can  arise  without 
a  given  cause.6 7 

The  psychophysical  organism  consists  of  the  organic  body, 7 
made  up  of  the  gross  elements,  which  the  soul  casts  off  at 

1  S.B.,  ii.  3.  40.  Tasmad  upadhidharmadhyasenaivatmanah  kartrtvam 
na  svabhavikam.  See  also  S.B.  on  Katha  Up.,  iii.  4. 

Both  the  Advaita  and  the  Samkhya  regard  the  Atman  or  purusa  as 
unconditioned  by  the  activities  of  the  doer.  It  is  regarded  as  the  doer 
when  confused  with  the  limits  of  individuality.  This  confusion  or  non¬ 
discrimination  is  the  work  of  avidya  in  Advaita  and  prakrti  in  Samkhya. 

2  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  3.  12  ;  Tait.,  iii.  5.  See  also  S.B.,  ii.  3.  33. 

3  S.B.,  ii.  3.  40. 

4  Suresvara  compares  the  jiva  to  a  prince  carried  away  by  a  cowherd  and 
brought  up  in  rural  associations.  When  he  became  acquainted  with  his 
royal  descent  he  gave  up  his  other  occupations  and  realised  his  kingly  nature. 

Rajasunoh  smrtipraptau  vyadhabhavo  nivartate 
Yathaivam  atmano  ’jnasya  tat  tvam  asy  adivakyatah. 

(S.L.S.)  See  also  S.B.  Brh.  Up.,  ii.  1.  20;  Suresvara’s  Varttika  on  Brh.  Up. 
ii.  1.  507-516.  5  S.B.,  ii.  3.  20. 

6  It  is  said  that  the  souls  connected  with  buddhi  reside  in  Isvara  when 
the  connection  is  potential,  though  it  is  also  urged  that  the  souls  at  death 
and  deep  sleep  enter  into  Brahman  itself  (Chan.  Up.,  vi.  8;  S.B.,  ii.  3.  31). 

7  Deha,  sthulasaiira,  annamayako£a. 
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death,  the  life  organs  (pranas)  1  and  the  subtle  body,2  made 
up  of  the  subtle  portions  of  the  elements  which  compose  the 
seed  of  the  body. 3  The  subtle  body  4  consists  of  the  seventeen 
elements,  viz.,  five  organs  of  perception,  five  of  action,  five 
vital  forms,  mind  and  intellect.  5  This  subtle  body,  while 
material,  is  also  transparent,  and  so  is  not  seen  when  the 
jlva  migrates.  While  the  subtle  body  and  the  vital  forms 
persist  as  permanent  factors  of  the  soul  until  liberation, 
there  is  the  varying  factor  of  moral  determination  (karmasraya), 
which  accompanies  the  soul  in  each  life  as  a  new  form  not 
previously  existing.6  The  basis  of  individuality  is  to  be  found, 
not  in  the  Atman  or  the  upadhis,  but  in  moral  determination, 
which  is  a  complex  of  knowledge  (vidya),  works  (karma),  and 
experience  (prajna).7  The  vital  forces  continue  to  exist,  like 
the  subtle  body  which  carries  them,  as  long  as  samsara  endures, 
and  accompany  the  soul  inseparably  even  if  it  should  enter 
a  plant,  in  which  case  the  internal  organ  and  the  senses  cannot 
naturally  unfold  themselves.  As  samsara  is  beginningless,  the 
soul  must  have  been  equipped  with  this  apparatus  of  vital 
forms  from  eternity.  A  third,  karana-sarira,  is  sometimes 
mentioned  and  identified  with  the  beginningless  indefinable 
avidya.  The  causal  self  (karana-atma)  is  the  relatively  per¬ 
manent  human  self,  which  persists  through  successive  rebirths 
determined  by  the  law  of  karma.  This  account  of  the  psycho¬ 
logical  organism  is  identical  with  that  of  the  Samkhya,  except 
in  the  matter  of  the  five  vital  forces. 

The  five  organs  of  perception,  the  five  of  action  and  man  as 
are  created  objects,8  minute  (anu  or  suksma)  and  limited  (paric- 
chinna).  They  are  not  of  atomic  size  (paramanutulya),  since 

1  The  life  organs  are  of  two  kinds  :  those  of  the  conscious  life,  as  the 
five  organs  of  sense  (buddhindriyani),  five  of  action  (karmendriyani),  and 
manas,  which  controls  perception  and  action  ;  those  of  the  unconscious 
life.  The  mukhyaprana,  which  is  the  chief  breath  of  life,  is  divided  into 
five  different  pranas,  subserving  che  different  functions  of  respiration,  nutri¬ 
tion,  etc.  Though  having  a  limited  size,  it  is  invisible  (S.B.,  i.  4.  13). 

2  Suksmasarlra,  lingasarlra,  bhutasraya. 

3  Dehabijani,  bhutasuksmani. 

3  It  corresponds  to  the  lingasarira  of  the  Samkhya. 

5  Kartrtvabhoktrtvavisisfaj ivo  manomayadipancakosavisistah.  Its  ele 
ments  are  determined  by  mechanical  causality.  See  S.B.,  Bfh.  Up. 
1.  4.  17. 

6  S.B.,  ii.  4.  8-12  ;  D.S.V.  pp.  325-6. 

7  See  Bfh.  Up.,  iv.  4.  2. 


8  S.B.,  ii.  4.  1-4. 
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their  pervading  the  whole  body  would  then  be  unintelligible. 
They  are  regarded  as  subtle,  since,  if  they  were  gross,  they 
could  be  seen  passing  at  death.  They  are  of  limited  size  and 
not  infinite,  since  in  the  latter  case  there  can  be  no  passing 
or  going  or  returning  for  them.  Samkara,  in  this  whole 
account,  has  in  view  the  sense-functions  and  not  their  material 
counterparts.  The  senses  are  not  all-pervading,  but  are  of 
the  same  extent  as  the  bodily  regions  where  they  function.1 
The  several  organs  are,  as  usual,  traced  to  the  different 
elements,2 3 4 *  and  the  gods  who  control  the  elements  are  said  to 
control  the  organs  as  well.  The  mukhyaprana  is  the  sup¬ 
porting  and  animating  principle  of  life.  Even  the  psychical 
apparatus  depends  on  it.  The  senses  are  sustained  by  the 
mukhyaprana,  and  so  are  called  pranas. 3  The  Atman  clothed 
in  the  upadhis  is  the  jlva,  which  enjoys  and  suffers  (bhoktr) 
and  acts  (kartr) ,  from  both  of  which  conditions  the  highest  soul 
is  free. 4 

The  jiva  rules  the  body  and  the  senses,  and  is  connected 
with  the  fruits  of  actions.  Since  its  essence  is  the  Atman,  it 
is  said  to  be  vibhu  or  all-pervading,  and  not  anu  or  of  atomic 
size.  If  it  were  the  latter,  it  could  not  experience  the  sen¬ 
sations  extending  over  the  whole  body. 5 

Those  who  hold  that  the  soul  is  atomic  argue  that  an  infinite  soul 
cannot  move,  whereas  it  is  seen  to  leave  one  body  and  return  to 
another.  This  passage,  according  to  Samkara,  does  not  touch  the 
soul  as  such  but  only  its  limitations.6  The  objection  that  if  the  soul 
be  atomic,  it  can  only  be  in  one  place  in  the  body,  and  so  cannot  per¬ 
ceive  throughout  the  body,  is  set  aside  by  the  example  that  even  as 
a  piece  of  sandal-wood  refreshes  the  body  all  over,  even  though  it 
touches  the  body  only  at  one  spot,  so  the  atomic  soul  can  feel  through¬ 
out  the  body  by  means  of  the  sense  of  touch  which  pervades  the  whole 

i  ii.  4.  8.  13. 

1  S.B.,  ii.  4.  14-16  ;  Brh.  Up.,  i.  3.  11  ;  iii.  2.  13  ;  Ait  Up.,  i.  2.  4. 

3  ii.  4.  1-6. 

4  Param  brahma  .  .  .  apahatapapmatvadidharmakam,  tad  eva  jivasya 

paramarthikam  svarupam  .  .  .  itarad  upadhikalpitam  (S.B.,  i.  3.  19).  Plato 
has  a  similar  view,  which  he  illustrates  by  the  striking  simile  of  Glaucus 
plunging  into  the  depths  of  the  sea.  If  we  see  him  there,  we  fail  to  recognise 
him,  for  he  is  so  overgrown  with  seaweeds,  mussels  and  other  creatures  of 
the  deep.  Each  individual  soul  is  a  lost  soul,  and  we  cannot  recognise  its 
true  nature  until  we  recover  it  from  the  ocean  of  samsara  and  strip  it  of  its 
overgrowth  of  weeds,  shells  and  slime. 

i  S.B.,  ii.  3.  29. 


fc  Ibid. 
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body.  Samkara  refutes  the  suggestion  by  urging  that  the  thorn  on 
which  one  treads  is  also  connected  with  the  whole  sense  of  feeling, 
though  the  pain  is  felt  only  on  the  sole  of  the  foot  and  not  on  the 
whole  body.  The  advocates  of  the  atomic  view  suggest  that  the 
atomic  soul  pervades  the  whole  body  by  means  of  the  quality  of  spirit 
or  caitanya,  even  as  the  light  of  a  lamp  placed  in  one  spot  extends 
from  there  to  the  whole  room.  Saihkara  declares  that  quality  cannot 
extend  beyond  substance.  The  flame  of  a  lamp  and  its  light  are  not 
related  as  substance  and  quality.  Both  are  fiery  substances  ;  only 
in  the  flame  the  parts  are  drawn  closer  together,  while  in  the  light 
they  are  more  widely  separated.  If  the  quality  of  caitanya  or  spirit, 
pervades  the  whole  body,  then  the  soul  cannot  be  atomic.  The 
passages  of  the  Upanisads  which  refer  to  the  soul  as  anu  1  have  in 
view  not  the  Atman  but  the  nucleus  of  the  qualities  of  understanding 
and  mind.  They  are  intended  to  show  the  subtlety  of  the  Atman 
which  escapes  perception.2  It  is  admitted  that  the  empirical  self, 
bound  down  by  manas,  etc.,  is  not  infinite,  while  the  supreme  reality 
is  infinite. 3  If  it  is  said  to  be  atomic,  it  is  because  empirically  it  is 
associated  with  buddhi.4  All  the  statements  about  the  soul’s  abiding 
in  the  heart  are  due  to  the  theory  of  the  location  of  the  buddhi  in  it. 
Again,  what  is  everywhere  can  certainly  be  in  one  place,  though  what 
is  confined  to  a  place  cannot  be  everywhere. 5  In  this  way  Samkara 
explains  all  the  passages  of  the  Upanisads,  which  assert  a  spatial 
limitation  of  the  soul.6  The  whole  life  of  religious  obligation  is  founded 
on  the  relative  reality  of  the  empirical  ego.  The  entire  field  of  prac¬ 
tical  existence,  with  its  scheme  of  merit  and  guilt,  its  body  of  sacred 
law,  with  its  commands  and  prohibitions,  its  prospects  of  happiness 
in  heaven  and  suffering  in  hell,  all  assume  the  identification  with  the 
self  of  the  body,  the  senses  and  the  variety  of  conditions  surrounding 
it.  In  all  the  successions  of  life  it  is  not  the  Atman,  but  the  shadov 
of  it,  that  grieves  and  complains  and  acts  out  the  plot  on  the  world 
stage.  The  soul,  until  its  separation  from  the  upadliis,  is  subject  to 
pleasure,  pain  and  individual  consciousness. 7 

Samkara  gives  an  account  of  the  different  states  of  the 
soul.  In  the  waking  condition,  the  whole  perceptual  mechan¬ 
ism  is  operative,  and  we  apprehend  objects  by  means  of  the 
mind  and  the  senses.  In  dream  states,  the  senses  are  at  rest 
and  only  the  manas  is  active.  Through  the  impressions  left 
on  the  senses  by  the  waking  condition,  it  knows  objects. 
The  dreaming  self  is  not  the  ultimate  spirit,  but  the  same 

limited  by  adjuncts.  That  is  why  we  are  not  able  to  create 

1  Mund.  Up.,  iii.  19  ;  Svet.,  v.  8-9.  2  S.B.,  ii.  3.  29, 

3  See  S.B.,  ii.  3.  19-32.  4  ii-  3-  29* 

s  S.B.,  ii.  1.  7  ;  ii.  3.  49. 

6  See  S.B.,  i.  3.  14-18  i.  2.  11-12. 


7  Vise?avijnana. 
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at  will  in  a  dream.  If  we  could  do  so,  no  one  would  have  an 
unpleasant  dream.1  In  the  state  of  deep  sleep,  the  mind  and 
the  senses  are  at  rest,  and  the  soul  is,  as  it  were,  dissolved 
in  its  own  self  and  regains  its  true  nature.  Samkara  mentions 
continuity  of  karma  as  an  argument  for  the  continuity  of  self. 
There  is  also  remembrance.  Consciousness  of  personal  identity 
(atmanusmarana)  proves  that  the  same  soul  awakes  as  went 
to  sleep.  Scripture  affirms  it,  and  would  lose  its  meaning  if 
deep  sleep  disturbed  the  continuity  of  the  self.  If  one  goes 
to  sleep  as  A  and  wakes  up  as  B,  there  will  be  no  continuity 
of  acts.  Even  the  liberated  might  awake.  Evidently  even  in 
deep  sleep,  as  at  death,  the  nucleus  of  individuality  is  kept 
up.  In  spite  of  loose  statements  to  the  contrary,  it  is  admitted 
that  even  in  deep  sleep  the  upadhi,  which  limits  the  jiva  to 
samsara,  exists  potentially.  If,  in  deep  sleep  as  in  liberation, 
there  is  an  entire  absence  of  special  cognition,  how  and  in 
what  does  the  sleeping  person  retain  the  seed  of  avidya  on 
account  of  which  waking  takes  place  ?  Samkara  draws  a 
distinction  between  the  temporary  union  with  Brahman  in 
deep  sleep  and  the  permanent  one  in  moksa.  “  In  the  case 
of  deep  sleep,  the  limiting  upadhi  exists,  so  that  when  it 
starts  up  into  being,  the  jiva  must  start  up  into  existence.”  3 
In  the  state  of  moksa,  the  seeds  of  avidya  are  all  burnt  up.  3 

The  state  of  swoon  is  given  a  separate  place,  since  it  is 
different  from  waking,  inasmuch  as  the  senses  no  longer 
perceive  objects.  This  indifference  to  the  object  world  is  not 
the  result  of  concentration  of  attention  on  other  objects.  It 
is  different  from  dreams  since  there  is  not  any  accompanying 
consciousness,  from  death  since  there  is  life  in  the  body,  and 
from  dreamless  sleep  since  there  is  unrest  in  the  body,  A 
fainting  person  cannot  be  roused  so  easily  as  a  sleeping  one. 
The  state  of  swoon  is  said  to  be  intermediate  between  deep 
sleep  and  death.  “  It  belongs  to  death  in  so  far  as  it  is  the 
door  of  death.  If  there  remains  any  (unrequited)  work  of 
the  soul,  speech  and  mind  return  to  the  senseless  person  ;  if 
no  work  remains,  breath  and  warmth  depart  from  him.”  4 

Each  man  is  in  essence  the  supreme  reality,  unchanging 
and  unmodified  and  partless,  and  yet  we  speak  of  the  rise 

*  S.B.,  iii.  2.  6.  »  S.B.,  iii.  2.  9. 

%  See  S.B.  on  Gaudapada’s  Karika,  iii.  14.  4  S.B.,  iii.  2.  io 
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and  growth  of  the  soul.  For  when  the  adjuncts  are  produced 
or  dissolved,  the  self  is  said  to  be  produced  or  dissolved.1 
The  limiting  adjuncts  give  individuality  to  the  different  souls 
of  the  world.2 * * *  They  determine  the  nature  of  the  body,  the 
caste  of  the  jiva,  the  duration  of  life,  etc.3  The  souls  are 
different  on  account  of  these  adjuncts,  and  there  is  no  con¬ 
fusion  of  actions  or  fruits  of  actions. 4  Even  if  the  individual 
soul  is  regarded  as  an  abhasa  or  reflection  only,  like  that  of 
the  sun  in  water,  the  individuality  of  the  souls  is  not  prejudiced. 5 


XXXVI 

Saksin  and  Jiva 

In  each  individual  self  we  have,  besides  the  cognitive, 
emotional  and  conative  experience,  the  witness  self  or 

saksin.  The  eternal  consciousness  is  called  the  saksin  when 

•  • 

the  internal  organ  serves  as  the  limiting  adjunct  to  it  and 
when  it  illumines  objects.  The  presence  of  this  adjunct  is 
enough  to  transform  the  ultimate  consciousness  into  the 
witness  self.  Though  this  witnessing  consciousness  arises 
with  the  experience  of  objects,  it  is  not  due  to  the  experience, 
but  is  presupposed  by  it.  When  the  internal  organ  enters 
into  the  individual  and  becomes  an  organic  constituent  thereof, 
we  have  the  jiva. 

What  is  the  relation  between  the  witness  self  and  the  jiva  ?  In 
the  later  Advaita  treatises  it  has  been  variously  defined.  Vidyaranya 
defines  the  witness  self  as  the  unchanging  consciousness,  which  is  the 
substratum  of  the  phenomena  of  gross  and  subtle  bodies,  observing 
their  effects  without  being  affected  by  them  in  any  way.6  When  the 
action  of  the  enjoying  ego  ceases,  the  illumination  of  the  two  bodies 

1  S.B.,  ii.  3.  17.  *  S.B.,  iii.  2.  9. 

3  Suresvara’s  Varttika,  pp.  110-113.  4  S.B.,  ii.  3.  49. 

5  “  As  when  one  reflected  image  of  the  sun  trembles,  another  reflected 

image  does  not  on  that  account  tremble  also,  so  when  one  soul  is  connected 
with  actions  and  results  of  actions,  another  soul  is  not  on  that  account  con¬ 
nected  likewise.  There  is  therefore  no  confusion  of  actions  and  results  ” 

(S.B.,  ii.  3.  50). 

6  Pancadasl,  viii.  Siddhantalesa  (ch.  i)  describes  Vidyaranya’s  view 
thus  :  “  Dehadvayadhisthanabhutam  kutasthacaitanyam  svavacchedakasya 
dehadvayasya  sak§ad  Tk§a$an  nirvikaratvat  sakslty  ucyate.” 
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is  due  to  this  witness  self.  This  witness  self  is  immediately  conscious 
of  the  two  kinds  of  bodies  which  are  present  to  it  as  its  associates, 
even  when  the  enjoying  ego  ceases  to  function.  The  constant  presence 
of  the  witness  self  helps  to  maintain  the  identity  of  the  seer  in  a  series 
of  mental  ideas  with  respect  to  something  other  than  the  ego. 
Vidyaranya  is  clear  that  the  witness  self  cannot  be  identified  with  the 
jlva  which  participates  in  life  and  affairs.  The  Upanisad  declares  it 
to  be  one  without  qualities,  a  mere  looker  on  and  not  an  enjoyer  of 
fruits.1  Vidyaranya  compares  it,  in  another  place,  to  the  lamp  on 
the  stage  which  illumines  equally  the  stage  manager,  the  actress  and 
the  audience,  and  shines  of  itself  even  in  their  absence.2 3 4 5  This  simile 
is  to  point  out  that  the  witness  self  illumines  equally  the  empirical 
ego  (jlva),  the  inner  organ  and  the  objects,  and  shines  of  its  own  accord 
in  sound  sleep  where  all  these  are  absent. 3  Passivity  distinguishes 
the  saksin  from  l6vara.  In  the  Tattvapradipika,  the  witness  self  is 
defined  as  the  pure  Brahman,  which  is  the  universal  self  of  all  creatures, 
and  which,  being  the  substratum  of  each  individual  soul,  seems  to  be 
as  many  as  the  jivas.  The  witness  self  cannot  be  identified  with  the 
qualified  Brahman  or  Uvara,  since  it  is  defined  as  absolute,  devoid 
of  qualities  ;  nor  is  the  witness  to  be  identified  with  the  jiva,  who  is 
a  doer  and  enjoyer  of  actions  and  their  fruits. 4  The  view  advocated 
in  Pancadasi  and  Tattvapradipika  has  the  support  of  Samkara. 

Kaumudi  teaches  that  the  witness  self  is  a  special  form  of  Isvara. 
The  author  of  this  treatise  takes  his  stand  on  the  Svetahvatara  Upanisad 
passage  which  makes  Isvara  the  witness.  While  he  is  conscious  of 
the  jlva’s  activity  and  cessation  from  activity,  he  is  in  no  way  moved 
by  them. 3  He  operates  in  the  jiva,  illumining  his  avidya  and  all  else 
pertaining  to  him.  He  is  known  as  prajna,  when  all  activities  are 
withdrawn  as  in  the  state  of  dreamless  sleep.6  The  author  of  Tattva- 
suddhi  agrees  with  this  view.  That  Hvara  is  the  saksi,  is  the  religious 
or  empirical  way  of  describing  the  first  view.  We  find  support  for  it 
in  Samkara’s  writings.  Commenting  on  the  famous  passage  7  of  the 
Upanisad  which  describes  the  two  birds  perched  on  the  same  tree, 
Samkara  writes :  “  Of  these  two  so  perched,  one,  the  ksetrajna,  occupy¬ 
ing  the  subtle  body,  eats  (i.e.  tastes)  from  ignorance  the  fruits  of 
karma  marked  as  happiness  and  misery,  palatable  in  many  and  diver¬ 
sified  modes  ;  the  other,  the  Lord  eternal,  pure,  intelligent  and  free 
in  his  nature,  omniscient  and  conditioned  by  sattva,  does  not  eat ; 

1  Cp.  "  Saksi,  ceta,  kevalo,  nirgunas  ca  ”  (§vet.  Up.). 

*  ‘  Nrtyasalasthito  dipah  prabhum  sabhyams  ca  nartaklm 

Dipayed  avisesena  tadabhave  'pi  dipyate.”  ( Pancadasi ,  x.  n.) 

3  Ibid.,  x.  12. 

4  Tattvapradlpikayam  api,  mayasabalite,  sagune  paramesvare,  ‘  kevalo 
nirguna  ”  iti  vi£esananupapatteh  sarvapratyagbhutam,  visuddham  brahma, 
jivad  bhedena,  sakslti  pratipadyata  ity  uditam  ( Siddhantalesa ,  i). 

5  Paramesvarasyaiva  rupabhedah  kascit  jivapravrttinivrttyor  anumanta 
svayam  udasinah  saksi  nama  ( Siddhantalesa ,  i). 

6  See  V.S.,  i.  3.  42. 


7  Mund.  Up.,  iii.  1.  1. 
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for  he  is  the  director  of  both  the  eater  and  the  eaten.”  *  His  mere 
witnessing  is  as  good  as  direction,  as  in  the  case  of  a  king.”  1 

Some  others  maintain  that  the  jiva  conditioned  by  avidya  is  the 
witness  self,  since  he  is  essentially  a  looker  on  and  not  a  doer.  It  is 
only  when  he  falsely  identifies  himself  with  the  inner  organ  that  he 
becomes  the  doer  and  the  enjoyer.2  Jiva  has  thus  two  aspects,  one 
real  and  the  other  unreal,  that  of  saksin  or  passive  spectator,  and 
abhimanin  or  active  doer  and  enjoyer.  It  is  objected  to  this  view 
that  if  the  all-pervading  avidya  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  condition  of 
the  witnessing  jiva,  then  the  latter  must  be  able  to  illumine  not  only 
one’s  own  mind  but  the  minds  of  other  creatures  also.  But  this  is 
not  confirmed  by  experience.  So  the  jiva,  with  the  antahkarana  or 
the  inner  organ,  as  its  condition,  is  the  witness  self,  and  this  is  different 
in  different  individuals.  In  susupti  (dreamless  sleep)  it  is  supposed 
to  exist  in  a  subtle  form,  and  so  is  present  in  all  the  three  states. 
The  difference  between  the  empirical  ego  and  the  witness  self  is  that, 
while  the  inner  organ  is  an  attribute  or  property  of  the  former,  it  is 
only  a  condition  or  limitation  of  the  latter. 3  This  is  the  view  of  the 
Vedantaparibhasa,  and  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  other  views  set  forth, 
since  it  points  out  that  the  ultimate  consciousness,  when  it  operates 
in  an  individual  subject,  is  called  saksin.  The  eternal  consciousness 
or  Atman,  is  given  the  name  of  jivasaksi  when  it  operates  in  the  indi¬ 
vidual  organism,  as  it  is  called  Kvarasaksi  when  't  operates  in  the 
universe  as  a  whole.  The  limitations  or  upadhis  in  the  two  cases 
justify  the  different  names.  In  the  former,  the  upadhi  is  the  internal 
organ,  body,  etc.,  in  the  latter  the  whole  world  of  being.  Hvara  is 
the  world-soul,  while  the  jiva  is  the  individual  soul. 


XXXVII 

Atman  and  J'iva 

We  cannot  attribute  substantiality  or  simplicity  to  the 
individual  ego.  It  is  not  an  atomic  unit,  but  a  very  complex 
structure.  It  is  the  systematic  unity  of  the  conscious  experi¬ 
ences  of  a  particular  individual  centre,  which  is  itself  defined 
or  determined  at  the  outset  by  the  bodily  organism  and  other 
conditions.  The  body,  the  senses,  etc.,  enter  into  its  experi- 

i  Pasyaty  eva  kevalam  darsanamatrena  hi  tasya  prerayitrtvam  rajavat 
(S.B.,  Mund.,  iii.  i.  i). 

a  Kecid  avidyopadhiko  jiva  eva  saksad  drasfrtvat  saksi;  jivasyantahka- 
ranatadatmyapatya  kartrtvadyaropabhak  tv  epi  svayam  udasinatvat 
[Siddhdntalesa,  i). 

3  Antahkaranopadhanena  jivah  saksi  .  .  .  antafikaranavisi§ta-b  pramata 
[Siddhdntalesa,  i). 
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ence  and  introduce  a  sort  of  unity  and  continuity  into  it. 
The  consciousness  linked  up  with  the  organism  is  a  purely 
finite  one,  which  includes  bodily  states  as  part  of  the  content 
of  consciousness.  As  the  body  is  built  up  gradually,  so  also 
is  its  conscious  experience.  The  finite  self  is  not  the  ultimate 
cause  of  its  own  consciousness.  The  ego  is  the  felt  unity  of 
the  empirical  consciousness,  which  is  evolving  in  time.  It 
is  an  ideal  construction  or  an  object  of  conceptual  thinking.1 
It  is  shifting  in  the  same  individual,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
identified  with  the  unchanging  and  unchangeable  essence. 
The  Atman,  which  is  the  underlying  basis  of  empirical  egos, 
suffers  no  change  and  experiences  no  emotions. 

Inconceivable  though  it  is,  the  Atman  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  individual’s  life  history,  which  it  so  faithfully  attends 
and  accompanies.  Assumed  as  the  constant  witness,  the 
Atman  serves  merely  as  the  screen  or  the  basis  on  which 
mental  facts  play.  We  cannot  say  that  they  grow  out  of  it, 
for  the  real  is  not  affected  by  what  is  confused  with  it. 
Things  do  not  alter  their  nature  simply  because  we  do  not 
rightly  understand  them.  How  does  the  unchanging  Atman 
appear  as  limited,  how  can  the  eternal  light  of  intelligence  be 
darkened  by  any  agency  whatever,  since  it  is  free  from  all 
relations  ?  It  is  the  old  question  How  does  the  real  become 
the  phenomenal  ?  It  is  the  relation  of  Atman  to  the  upadhis 
of  body,  senses,  mind  and  sense-objects  that  accounts  for  its 
phenomenal  character ;  but  this  relation  between  the  Atman 
and  the  psychological  self  is  inexplicable,  maya,  or  mysterious. 
If  Atman  is  eternal  freedom  and  pure  consciousness,  and  wants 
nothing  and  does  nothing,  how  can  it  be  the  source  of  move¬ 
ment  and  desire  in  the  embodied  self  ?  “A  thing,  it  is 
answered,  which  is  itself  devoid  of  motion  may  nevertheless 
move  other  things.  The  magnet  is  itself  devoid  of  motion, 
and  yet  it  moves  iron.”  2  When  we  speak  about  the  relation 
of  the  finite  selves  to  the  infinite  Atman,  we  are  at  the  mercy 
of  the  finite  categories,  which  do  not  strictly  apply. 


Samkara  discusses  the  different  views  of  the  relation  between  the 
individual  soul  and  Brahman,  mentioned  in  the  Brahma  Sutra,  such 


*  Cp.  Ward  :  Psychological  Principles,  pp.  361-382. 

•  S.B.,  ii.  2.  2. 
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as  those  of  Asmarathya,  Audulomi  and  Kaiakrtsna.  Asmarathya 
takes  his  stand  on  the  Upanisad  texts  which  compare  the  relation  of 
individuals  to  the  Absolute  to  that  of  sparks  and  fire.  As  the  sparks 
issuing  from  a  fire  are  not  absolutely  different  from  the  fire,  since  they 
participate  in  the  nature  of  fire  and,  on  the  other  hand,  are  not 
absolutely  non-different,  since  in  that  case  they  would  not  be  dis¬ 
tinguishable  either  from  the  fire  or  from  each  other  ;  so  the  individual 
souls  are  neither  different  from  the  supreme  reality,  for  that  would 
mean  they  are  not  of  the  nature  of  intelligence,  nor  absolutely  non- 
different  from  it,  since,  then,  they  would  not  be  different  from  each 
other.  So  Asmarathya  concludes  that  the  individuals  are  both 
different  and  non-different  from  Brahman.1  Audulomi's  view  is  that 
the  individual  soul,  bound  by  the  limiting  adjuncts  of  body,  senses, 
and  mind,  is  different  from  Brahman,  though,  through  knowledge  and 
meditation,  it  passes  out  of  the  body  and  becomes  one  with  the  highest 
self.  He  admits  the  absolute  distinction  between  the  unfreed  indi¬ 
vidual  self  and  Brahman  and  the  absolute  identity  of  the  freed  with 
Brahman.3  Samkara  accepts  the  view  of  Kasakrtsna.3 

The  individual  ego  cannot  be  a  part  of  the  absolute  spirit,  as 
Ramanuja  thinks,  since  the  Absolute  is  without  parts,  being  beyond 
space  and  time.  It  cannot  be  different  from  the  Absolute,  as  Madhva 
supposes,  since  there  is  nothing  different  from  the  Absolute,  which 
is  one  without  a  second. 4  It  cannot  be  a  modification  of  the  Absolute, 
as  Vallabha  thinks,  since  the  Absolute  is  unchangeable.  We  cannot 
regard  the  individual  soul  as  the  creation  of  God,  since  the  Vedas 
which  speak  of  the  creation  of  fire  and  other  elements  do  not  speak 
of  the  creation  of  the  soul.  JIva  is  neither  different  from  nor  a  part 
of  nor  a  modification  of  the  absolute  Atman.  It  is  the  Atman  itself. 
We  do  not  realise  its  nature,  since  it  is  covered  by  the  upadhis.5 
Unless  it  were  one  with  the  supreme  self,  the  statements  of  the 
scriptures  proving  immortality  would  become  meaningless.  Referring 
to  the  teaching  of  Asmarathya,  Samkara  says:  “  If  the  individual  soul 
were  different  from  the  highest  self,  the  knowledge  of  the  highest  self 
would  not  imply  the  knowledge  of  the  individual  soul,  and  thus  the 
promise  given  in  one  of  the  Upanisads,  that,  through  the  knowledge 
of  one  reality,  everything  is  known,  would  not  be  fulfilled/'  6  Com¬ 
menting  on  the  Taittiviya  Upanisad,  Samkara  writes :  “It  is  not 
possible  that  one  can  ever  attain  identity  with  another  altogether 
distinct,”  7  and  as  the  Upanisads  speak  of  the  knower  of  the  Brahman 
becoming  Brahman,  the  knower  must  be  one  with  Brahman. 

The  metaphysical  identity  between  the  supreme  Atman 
and  the  individual  jfva  may  be  allowed  ;  but  it  does  not 

I  S.B.,  i.  4.  20.  3  S.B.,  i.  4.  21.  3  S.B.,  i.  4.  22. 

4  S.B.,  iv.  3.  14. 

1  See  S.B.  on  Mund.  Up.,  ii.  2.  1  ;  Kafha  Up.,  ii.  2.  1. 

*  S.B.,  i.  4.  20.  7  S  B.  on  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  8.  15. 
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touch  the  question  of  the  relation  of  the  supreme  to  the  latter, 
before  it  has  arrived  at  a  knowledge  of  its  true  nature.  Oui 
empirical  egos  move,  weighted  down  by  the  burdens  of  the 
upadhis.1  Knowing  that  the  relation  between  the  Absolute 
and  the  individual  self  is  incapable  of  logical  articulation,  still 
Samkara  suggests  certain  analogies  which  have  been  developed 
into  distinct  theories  in  later  Advaita. 

It  is  told  of  an  Irishman  that,  when  asked  to  describe  infinite 
space,  he  replied  that  “  space  is  like  a  box  wid  the  thop  and  the 
botthom  and  the  sides  knocked  out  of  it.”  As  the  box  with  its 
limits  and  bounds  is  not  space,  even  so  lives  bound  by  the  mind  and 
the  senses  are  not  Brahman.  When  we  do  away  with  the  sides  and 
the  bottom  of  our  finite  individuality,  we  are  one  with  Brahman.  The 
theory  of  limitation  2 3  is  employed  in  many  places.  Samkara  uses  the 
simile  of  one  cosmic  space  and  parts  of  space,  since  it  brings  out  well 
certain  features  of  the  relation  of  Brahman  to  the  individuals.  When 
the  limitations  caused  by  a  jar,  and  the  like,  are  removed,  the  limited 
spaces  become  merged  in  the  one  cosmic  space.  Even  so,  when  the 
limitations  of  space,  time  and  causality  are  removed,  the  jivas  become 
one  with  the  absolute  self.  Again,  when  the  space  enclosed  in  one  jar 
is  associated  with  dust  and  smoke,  the  other  parts  of  space  are  un¬ 
affected  by  them  ;  so,  too,  when  one  jiva  is  affected  by  pleasure  or 
pain,  the  others  are  not  affected  by  it.  The  one  space  has  different 
names  given  to  it,  owing  to  its  upadhis,  while  the  space  itself  is 
unchanged.  When  the  Absolute  is  merged  in  these  limitations 
(upadhi-antarbhava),  the  nature  of  Brahman  is  hidden  (svarupatiro- 
bhava) ,  and  the  natural  omniscience  of  the  Absolute  suffers  a  limitation 
(upadhiparicchinna) .  This  contact  of  limitations  (upadhis amparka) 
is  akin  to  that  of  the  crystal  by  the  red  colour  with  which  it  is  asso¬ 
ciated. 3  Space  does  not  burn  with  bodies  or  move  with  vessels. 4 
The  space  in  a  jar  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  part  or  a  transformation  of 
the  one  infinite  space  ;  so  also  the  jivas  are  not  parts  or  modifications 
of  Atman.  As  space  appears  to  be  stained  with  dirt,  etc.,  to  children, 
even  so  the  Atman  appears  as  bound  or  tainted  with  sin  to  the  ignorant. 
When  the  jar  is  produced  or  destroyed,  the  space  in  it  is  not  produced 
or  destroyed  ;  so  also  the  Atman  is  not  born  nor  does  it  die.  Some 

1  When  it  is  said  that  the  ahamkara  or  self-sense,  becomes  the  knower 
by  its  proximity  to  Atman,  which  is  reflected  in  the  former,  Ramanuja 
asks  :  “  Does  consciousness  become  a  reflection  of  the  ahamkara,  or  does 
the  ahamkara  become  a  reflection  of  consciousness  ?  The  former  alternative 
is  inadmissible,  since  you  will  not  allow  to  consciousness  the  quality  of  being 
a  knower ;  and  so  is  the  latter,  since  the  non-intelligent  ahamkara  can 
never  become  a  knower  ”  (R.B.,  i.  i.  i). 

J  Avacchedyavacchedaka.  S.B.,  i.  3.  7  ;  i.  2.  6  ;  i.  3.  14-18  ;  i.  2.  11-12  ; 
ii.  1.  14,  22  ;  ii.  3.  17  ;  iii.  2.  34. 

3  S.B.,  iii.  2.  15  Atmabodha,  p.  16. 


4  S.B.,  i.  2-8. 
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of  the  later  followers  of  the  Advaita  adopt  this  view,  and  hold  that 
the  jiva  is  the  universal  spirit  limited  by  the  internal  organ. 

It  is  argued  against  the  theory  of  limitation,  that,  when  one  jiva 
goes  to  heaven  on  account  of  its  potency  of  merit,  the  intelligence 
limited  by  it  in  heaven  is  different  from  that  which  was  limited  by  it 
while  on  earth.  This  will  have  unsatisfactory  moral  effects,  such  as 
the  destruction  of  the  rewards  of  our  karma  (krtana£a)  and  attainment 
of  the  fruits  of  actions  not  performed  by  the  agent  (akrtabhyagama) . 
We  cannot  say  that  the  same  limited  intelligence  goes  to  heaven, 
for  that  would  be  to  attribute  motion  to  what  is  all-pervading.  Ether 
does  not  go  with  the  jar,  whenever  we  move  the  latter. 

To  secure  the  identity  of  the  enjoying  soul,  the  latter  is  looked 
upon  not  as  the  limited  intelligence  but  as  the  reflected  intelligence 
which  is  inseparably  connected  wdth  the  reflector,  i.e.  mind.1  In  the 
commentary  of  the  Brhadaranyaka  Upanisad ,2 3  Samkara  suggests  the 
theory  of  reflection.  As  the  appearance  of  sun  and  moon  in  water  is 
a  mere  reflection  and  nothing  real,  or  as  the  appearance  of  red  colour 
in  a  white  crystal  is  a  mere  reflection  of  the  red  flower  and  nothing 
real,  since  on  removing  the  water,  sun  and  moon  only  remain,  and 
on  removing  the  red  flower  the  whiteness  of  the  crystal  remains  un¬ 
changed,  even  so  the  elements  and  the  individual  souls  are  reflections 
of  the  one  reality  in  avidya  and  nothing  real.  On  the  abolition  of 
avidya,  the  reflections  cease  to  exist  and  only  the  real  remains.  The 
Absolute  is  the  original  (bimba)  and  the  world  is  the  reflection  (prati- 
bimba).  Again,  the  universe  in  its  variety  of  forms  is  like  an  ocean 
reflecting  the  sun  of  Brahman  in  various  ways,  and  Samkara  supports 
this  view  on  account  of  its  suggestive  value,  seeing  that  it  brings  out 
that  the  original  really  remains  untarnished  by  the  impurities  of  the 
reflection.  As  the  differences  of  the  reflections  are  traced  to  the 
mirrors,  the  Absolute,  which  is  without  a  second,  appears  as  different 
individuals  through  its  reflections  in  different  inner  organs.  When 
the  water  in  which  the  reflection  is  cast  is  disturbed,  the  reflection 
itself  appears  as  disturbed.  While  the  supporters  of  the  limitation 
theory  hold  that  avidya,  as  subtle  matter  in  the  form  of  the  inner 
organ,  is  an  avacchedaka  or  limitation,  or  vEesana  or  an  essential  part 
of  the  jiva,  without  which  the  jiva  as  such  could  not  exist,  those  who 
support  the  reflection  theory  regard  the  inner  organ  as  an  upadhi  3 
merely,  as  the  matter  which  receives  the  reflection  of  the  pure  intelli¬ 
gence,  and  is  therefore  pyesent  to  it,  but  does  not  belong  to  jiva  in  its 
essential  nature. 

Some  of  the  later  followers  of  the  Advaita  adopt  this  view  and 


1  S.B.,  ii.  3.  50  ;  S.B.  on  Gaudapada’s  Kavika,  i.  6. 

*  S.B.,  Brh.  Up.,  ii.  4.  12.  See  also  Brahmabindu  Up.,  p.  12. 

3  While  a  visesana  is  an  essential  predicate  which  inheres  in  and  is 
present  with  the  product,  i.e.  the  thing  defined,  an  upadhi  is  not  an  essential 
property  of  the  thing  defined.  Colour  is  the  visesana  of  a  coloured  thing, 
while  an  earthen  versel  is  the  upadhi  of  the  space  which  it  confines. 
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regard  the  jiva  as  a  reflection  of  the  universal  spirit  in  the  internal 
organ.1  If  the  world  is  a  shadow,  then  Brahman  is  the  substance 
which  casts  the  shadow.  The  theory  of  reflection  is  criticised  on 
several  grounds.  A  thing  devoid  of  form  cannot  cast  any  reflection, 
much  less  in  a  formless  reflector.  Pure  intelligence  and  avidya  are 
both  formless.  If  the  individual  is  a  reflection,  then  that  which  is 
reflected  must  lie  outside  the  reflector,  and  the  reality  which  is  the 
original  must  lie  beyond  the  cosmos  or  the  sum  total  of  created  objects. 
This  is  opposed  to  the  “  immanence  ”  view  of  the  system.  The  “  reflec¬ 
tion  ”  hypothesis  is  not  free  from  the  difficulties  of  the  limitation  view. 
The  reflection  of  each  mind  is  due  to  the  intelligence  which  is  adjacent 
to  it,  and  so  it  would  follow  that  reflections  in  the  same  mind  would 
vary  at  various  places.  This  criticism  forgets  the  uniform  nature  of 
intelligence.  If  the  jlva  is  a  reflection  of  Brahman,  it  is  different 
from  the  latter  and  is  therefore  not  real.  The  author  of  Vivarana 
suggests  a  way  out  of  this  difficulty.  The  rays  proceeding  from  the 
eyes  are  struck  by  the  reflector,  turn  back  and  make  the  actual  face 
perceptible.  The  reflection  is  thus  the  original  itself.  This  view, 
called  bimbapratibimbabheda  vada  (or  non-difference  of  the  original 
and  the  reflection)  is,  however,  not  accepted.  If  the  metaphor  is 
taken  literally,  we  require  a  luminous  body,  another  on  which  the 
shadow  is  cast,  and  a  third  which  intercepts  the  light.  A  reflection 
requires  a  really  existing  medium  separate  from  the  projection,  but 
this  contradicts  the  non-dualism  of  Brahman.  Those  who  reject  both 
the  “  limitation  ”  and  the  “  reflection  ”  theories  2  declare  that  the  jlva 
is  the  unchanging  Brahman  ignorant  of  its  true  nature.  Samkara  is 
inclined  to  this  view,  as  also  Sure6vara.  Personal  consciousness  is  an 
inexplicable  presentation  of  Brahman. 3  The  jiva  appears,  but  we  do 
not  know  how. 


XXXVIII 

I^VARA  AND  JIVA 

If  l£vara  is  Brahman,  if  the  jiva  is  also  metaphysically 
one  with  Brahman,  and  if  the  two  are  subject  to  limitations, 
the  difference  between  God  and  the  individual  seems  to  be 
minimised.  Samkara  holds  that,  while  Isvara  is  omniscient, 
all-powerful  and  all-pervading,  the  jiva  is  ignorant,  small  and 
weak.  “  The  Lord  endowed  with  superior  limiting  adjuncts 
(niratisayopadhi)  4  rules  the  souls  with  inferior  limiting 

1  Antahkaranesu  pratibimbam  jlvacaitanyam  ( Vedantaparibhasa ,  i). 

*  For  a  criticism  of  these  theories  see  S.P.B.,  i.  152  and  153. 

B  See  S.B.  on  Bfh.  Up.,  ii.  1.  «  S.B.,  ii.  3.  45. 
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adjuncts  (nihinopadhi).1 *  Isvara  is  ever  free  from  avidya.3 
The  limitations  of  Isvara  do  not  affect  his  knowledge. 
Isvara’s  maya  is  subject  to  him,  and  so  there  is  no  concealment 
of  his  nature.  It  does  not  hide  his  qualities,  even  as  glass 
which  covers  objects  without  concealing  their  properties. 
The  maya  which  is  the  limitation  of  Isvara  is  made  up  of 
suddhatattva,  and  does  not  produce  avidya  or  antahkarana. 
It  is  subject  to  his  control,  and  helps  him  in  his  task  of  creation 
and  destruction.  This  maya,  or  the  force  of  self-expression, 
in  Isvara,  resulting  in  the  multiplicity  of  the  world,  deludes 
the  individual  soul  into  the  false  belief  of  the  independence  of 
the  world  and  the  souls  in  it.  Avidya  is  the  result  of  maya.  The 
pure  consciousness  of  Brahman,  when  associated  with  maya  in 
this  sense,  is  called  Isvara,  and  when  with  avidya,  jiva.  Since 
Isvara  has  no  selfish  desires  or  interests  in  creating  the  world, 
he  is  called  akartr  or  non-doer,  while  the  jiva  is  kartr  or  doer. 
Isvara  is  the  worshipped,  who  distributes  rewards  according  to 
karma,  and  he  knows  his  oneness  with  Brahman,  and  so  enjoys 
bliss  for  all  time  in  his  own  mind.  The  jiva  is  the  worshipper, 
who  is  ignorant  of  his  divine  origin,  and  is  therefore  subject 
to  samsara.  In  religion  we  have  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  (svamibhrtyayoh).3  Elsewhere  the  finite  selves  are 
said  to  be  parts  (arhsa)  of  Isvara,  even  as  sparks  are  of  fire.4 * 

In  later  Advaita,  different  suggestions  are  put  forward  regarding 
the  relation  of  Evara  and  jiva,  which  may  be  briefly  noticed  here. 
Prahatarthavivarana  says :  “  The  reflection  of  Intelligence  in  maya, 
which  has  no  beginning,  which  is  indescribable,  which  is  the  source 
of  the  inorganic  world  and  which  is  connected  with  intelligence  only, 
is  Isvara  :  the  reflection  in  numerous  small  portions  of  that  maya 
which  is  possessed  of  the  two  powers  of  enveloping  and  projecting 
and  known  as  avidya  is  jiva."  5  According  to  this  author,  maya 
and  avidya  refer  to  the  whole  and  the  parts.  Maya  is  the  adjunct 
of  Evara  and  avidya  of  jiva.  The  same  view  is  adopted  by  Samkse- 
pasanraka,  though  the  distinction  of  whole  and  parts  is  here  said  to 
be  one  of  avidya  and  antahkarana,  where  avidya  is  the  cause  and 
antahkarana  the  effect.6  Since  this  author  supports  the  reflection 

1  S.B.,  ii.  3.  43.  4  Nityanivrttavidyatvat  (S.B.,  iii.  2.  9). 

3  ii.  3-  43-  4  s-B->  ii-  3-  43- 

s  Anadir  anirvacya,  bhutaprakrtls  cinmatrasambandhinl  maya;  tasyam 

citpratibimba  Isvarah.  Tasya  eva  paricchinnanantapradesesv  avarana- 

viksepaSaktimatsvavidyabhidhanesu  citpratibimbo  jiva  iti  ( Siddhantalesa ,  i). 

6  Avidyayarii  cit  pratibimba  isvarah;  antahkarane  citpratibimbojivah. 
(S.L.S.) 
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theory,  he  does  not  approve  of  the  division  of  whole  and  parts. 
Pancadasi  adopts  a  distinction  which  is  akin  to  it.  The  primitive 
non-intelligent  principle  of  mulaprakrti,  consisting  of  three  gunas,  has 
two  forms.  That  portion  of  it  where  sattva  is  not  subordinate  to 
rajas  and  tamas,  but  dominates  the  latter,  is  called  maya,  and  is  the 
adjunct  of  Isvara  ;  that  in  which  sattva  is  subordinate  to  the  other 
two  qualities  is  avidya,  which  is  the  adjunct  of  jiva.  The  difference 
between  maya  and  avidya  is  here  not  simply  quantitative  but  quali¬ 
tative.  It  comes  out  also  in  another  passage  of  Pancada&i,  where 
prakrti,  with  its  power  of  projection  in  prominence,  is  called  maya  ; 
the  same,  with  the  power  of  concealment  dominating,  is  avidya.1  In 
Pancadahld  Vidyaranya  distinguishes  akaia  (i)  limited  by  a  jar 
(ghatakasa)  ;  (2)  that  which  is  reflected  together  with  clouds,  storms, 
etc.,  in  the  water  contained  in  the  jar,  or  aka£a,  belonging  to  the  water 
of  the  jar  (jalaka£a);  (3)  the  unlimited  aka£a  (mahakaia)  ;  and  (4)  that 
which  is  reflected  in  particles  of  water  which  resemble  spray,  which 
are  inferrible  as  existing  in  the  clouds  of  the  sky,  from  the  subsequent 
rain  (meghakasa) .  Even  so  there  are  four  kinds  of  intelligence  : 
(1)  kutastha,  or  the  unchanging  intelligence  limited  by  gross  and 
subtle  bodies  ;  (2)  the  intelligence  reflected  in  the  manas,  falsely  super¬ 
imposed  on  the  unchanging  intelligence  (the  jiva)  ;  (3)  the  unlimited 
intelligence;  and  (4)  the  intelligence  reflected  in  the  subtle  impressions 
of  mind  3  of  all  creatures  which  exist  in  the  cloudlike  maya  hanging 
in  Brahman  (I&vara).  From  this  account,  it  follows  that  while  jiva 
is  the  intelligence  reflected  in  manas,  Isvara  is  the  intelligence  reflected 
in  maya  tinged  with  the  subtle  impressions  of  all  creatures.  The 
author  of  Pancapadikavivarana  regards  the  jiva  as  a  reflection  of 
Bvara.4  Sometimes  jiva  is  said  to  be  I&vara  under  the  influence  of 
maya. 


XXXIX 

Ekajivavada  (Single  Soul  Theory)  and  AnekajIvavada 

(Theory  of  Many  Souls) 

Samkara  does  not  support  the  view  that  the  jiva,  limited 
by  avidya,  is  one,  as  avidya  is  one.  For  if  all  souls  are  one 
jiva,  then  when  the  first  case  of  liberation  occurred,  mundane 
existence  should  have  come  to  an  end,  which  is  not  the  case. 
Brahman,  limited  by  the  different  inner  organs  born  of  avidya, 
becomes  divided,  as  it  were,  into  many  individual  souls,  but 

1  i-  2  vb  3  Dhlvasana. 

4  These  take  their  stand  on  the  Antary  ami  Brahmar^a  of  the  Brh.  Up., 
vi.  7,  and  such  passages  of  the  B.G.  as  “  Isvaras  sarvabhutanam  hrddeSe  'rjuna 
tisthati.” 
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the  difficulties  of  the  relation  of  ma.ya  and  avidya  to  Brahman 
led  to  the  formulation  of  several  theories  in  the  later  Advaita, 
of  which  the  two  chief  are  ekajivavada,  single  soul  theory, 
and  anekajlvavada,  or  the  theory  of  a  plurality  of  souls. 

There  is  but  one  jiva  and  one  material  body.  This  one  personal 
consciousness  is  real,  while  other  bodies  like  those  seen  in  dreams  lack 
personal  consciousness.  The  manifold  world  is  erroneously  imagined 
by  the  avidya  of  the  one  jiva,  but  this  type  of  ekajivavada  conflicts 
with  B.S.,  ii.  i.  22  ;  ii.  1.  33  and  i.  2.  3.  The  creator  of  the  world  is 
not  jiva,  but  I§vara  other  than  jiva,  whose  creative  activity  is  due  to 
mere  sport ;  for  since  all  his  desires  are  fulfilled,  he  can  have  no  motive 
in  creating.  So  these  writers  maintain  that  there  is  one  chief  jiva, 
viz.  Hiranyagarbha,  who  is  a  reflection  of  Brahman,  and  other  jivas 
are  mere  semblances  of  jiva,  reflections  of  Hiranyagarbha,  and  to  these 
semblances  pertain  bondage  and  final  release.  These  writers  admit 
the  doctrine  of  the  unity  of  jiva,  with  the  qualification  that  many 
material  bodies  exist,  each  provided  with  an  unreal  jiva.  A  third  variety 
of  ekajivavada  holds  that  there  is  one  jiva  residing  in  each  of  the  many 
bodies.  The  individuality  of  consciousness  depends  on  the  numerical 
distinctness  of  the  material  bodies.  The  upholders  of  this  view  do  not 
admit  the  force  of  the  objection  that  just  as  the  one  person  is  variously 
conscious  as  the  different  parts  of  his  body  are  affected,  so  the  one 
jiva  should  at  once  be  conscious  of  the  pleasures  and  pains  belonging 
to  all  the  numerically  distinct  material  bodies  in  which  it  resides. 
For,  they  say,  the  fact  that  we  are  not  conscious  of  the  pleasures  and 
pains  of  a  former  state  of  existence  proves  that  it  is  the  numerical 
distinction  of  material  bodies  which  hinders  such  a  consciousness.  They 
adopt  the  doctrine  of  the  unity  of  jiva  with  a  multiplicity  of  bodies. 

There  are  varieties  of  anekajlvavada,  resulting  from  different  con¬ 
ceptions  of  avidya.  (1)  It  is  the  presence  of  avidya  in  the  form  of 
an  inner  organ  that  is  essential  to  the  jiva  nature.  If  the  inner  organ, 
etc.,  are  the  conditions  which  constitute  a  jiva,  t\nd  if  these  organs 
are  many,  it  follows  that  the  jivas  are  many.  (2)  Others  hold  that 
though  there  is  one  avidya  which  resides  in  Brahman  as  its  substrate 
and  conceals  Brahman,  though  final  release  is  nothing  but  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  this  avidya,  }^et  avidya  has  parts,  and  some  part  of  avidya 
(otherwise  termed  its  projecting  power)  must  be  admitted  to  exist  in 
the  case  of  the  person  who  gains  release  while  still  living  in  this  body  ; 
this  avidya  ceases  to  exist  in  part,  i.e.  as  regards  some  one  limiting 
condition  or  other,  when  a  knowledge  of  Brahman  has  arisen  ;  and 
continues  to  exist  as  before  in  other  parts,  i.e.  as  regards  the  remaining 
limiting  conditions.  (In  the  jivanmukta  state  the  individual  retains 
a  consciousness  of  Lis  body  in  the  form  of  a  samskara,  or  mental 
retentum,  which  is  a  subtle  form  of  avidya  ;  in  the  videhakaivalya 
state,  the  consciousness  of  body  ceases  to  exist.)  (3)  A  third  variety, 
similar  to  the  above,  holds  that  bondage  consists  in  the  relation  of 
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avidya  and  intelligence,  and  final  release  consists  in  the  cessation 
of  this  relation.  The  inner  organ  or  manas  determines  the  relation 
of  avidya  to  intelligence.  When  the  rise  of  the  intuition  of  Brahman 
puts  an  end  to  the  manas,  then  avidya  ceases  to  be  in  relation 
with  that  particular  part  of  intelligence,  though  it  continues  as  before 
in  relation  with  the  remaining  parts  of  intelligence.  (4)  Avidya  is 
a  whole  and  is  completely  present  in  each  jiva,  hiding  Brahman  from 
each  jiva.  Final  release  is  when  avid)^a  quits  a  jiva.  (5)  Avidya 
consists  of  parts  which  are  distributed  to  each  jiva.  Moksa  of  a  jiva 
consists  in  the  destruction  of  the  avidya  belonging  to  it.  The  world 
as  a  whole  has  its  origin  in  all  the  avidyas  collectively.  “As  a  piece 
of  cloth  has  its  origin  in  all  the  threads  collectively,  and  ceases  to 
exist  when  one  of  its  threads  is  destroyed,  and  as  a  new  piece  of  cloth 
is  produced  at  that  time  out  of  the  remaining  threads  ;  so  this  world 
originates  from  all  the  avidyas  collectively,  and  it  ceases  to  exist 
when  one  of  the  jivas  attains  release  .  .  .  and  a  new  world  common 
to  all  the  remaining  jivas  is  produced  at  that  time  out  of  the  remaining 
avidyas.''  (6)  Each  part  of  avidya  gives  rise  to  a  separate  and  dis¬ 
tinct  world.  The  whole  world  of  sense  and  activity  is  restricted  to 
each  person  and  produced  by  the  avidya  residing  in  that  particular 
person,  even  as  the  merely  apparent  silver  (perceived  in  place  of  the 
shell)  is  different  for  each  observer  and  is  produced  by  the  avidya 
residing  in  each  observer.  .  .  .  But  that  these  many  worlds  should 
appear  to  be  one,  is  a  pure  misapprehension  similar  to  that  expressed 
in  the  words,  “  I  too  saw  the  very  same  silver  which  you  saw/' 
(7)  Others  hold  that  there  is  but  one  world,  whose  material  cause  is 
maya,  residing  in  the  Isvara,  which  is  different  from  the  aggregate  of 
avidyas  as  residing  in  the  jivas.  These  avidyas,  on  the  other  hand, 
have  their  function  partly  in  concealing  Brahman  and  partly  in  pro¬ 
jecting  merely  apparent  objects,  as  false  silver  observed  in  the  shell 
s,nd  objects  seen  in  dreams.1 


XL 

Ethics 

Of  all  items  of  the  universe,  the  human  individual  alone 
L  the  ethical  subject.  He  knows  that  he  has  relations  to  the 
two  worlds  of  the  infinite  and  the  finite.  The  operation  of 
the  infinite  in  the  finite  is  not  a  mere  poetic  vision,  but  is  the 
sober  truth  of  philosophy.  The  infinite  dwells  in  all  finite, 
and  man  is  conscious  of  this  fact.  Though  he  is  bound  up 
with  an  organism  which  is  mechanically  determined  by  the 
past,  the  infinite  ideals  of  truth,  beauty  and  goodness  operate 

1  See  Siddhantaleia. 
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in  him  and  enable  him  to  choose  and  strive  for  their  greater 
expression  It  is  because  the  infinite  Brahman  is  revealed 
to  a  larger  extent  in  human  beings  that  they  are  entitled  to 
ethical  and  logical  activity.1  So  long  as  the  individual  strains 
after  them  and  does  not  reach  them,  he  is  in  bondage  ;  the 
moment  he  reaches  the  infinite,  the  inner  strain  is  relaxed 
and  the  freedom  of  joy  fills  his  spirit.  To  realise  Brahman 
is  the  end  of  all  activities,  for  Brahman  is  not  mere  being  or 
consciousness  but  also  bliss  (ananda),  and  so  is  the  object  of 
all  striving. z  Brahmatmaikatva,  or  the  realisation  of  the 
identity  with  the  infinite  reality,  is  the  final  end  of  life,  “  the 
proper  food  of  every  soul,  ”3  and  the  only  supreme  value. 
Until  it  is  reached  the  finite  soul  is  at  unrest  with  itself. 
“  Every  one  in  all  the  three  worlds  strives  for  the  sources  of 
happiness  and  not  for  those  of  misery.”  4  All  men  seek  the 
best,  and,  as  Browning  says,  have 

All  with  a  touch  of  nobleness  despite 

Their  error,  upward  tending  all  though  weak — 

Like  plants  in  mines  which  never  saw  the  sun, 

But  dream  of  him,  and  guess  where  he  may  be. 

And  do  their  best  to  climb  and  get  to  him. 

The  best  fruits  which  we  can  pluck  from  the  tree  of  life 
(samsara)  turn  to  ashes  in  our  mouth.  The  greatest  pleasure 
palls  and  even  life  in  heaven  (svarga)  is  evanescent.  A  mere 
act  of  goodness  or  enjoyment  of  a  sweet  melody  or  contem¬ 
plative  insight  may,  for  the  moment,  seem  to  lift  us  out  of 
the  narrowness  of  our  individuality,  but  it  cannot  give  us 
permanent  satisfaction.  The  only  object  that  can  give  us 
permanent  satisfaction  is  the  experience  of  Brahman  (brah- 
manubhava).  It  is  the  supreme  state  of  joy  and  peace  and 
the  perfection  of  individual  development.  5  Unfortunately 

1  Pradhanyat  .  .  .  karmajnanadhikarah  (S.B.,  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  i). 

*  Prayojanasucanartham  anandagrahanam  (Sikhamani  on  Vedanta - 
paribhdsa,  Introduction). 

3  PTuzdrus,  p.  247.  4  Satasloki,  p.  15. 

5  “  The  essence  of  moksa  or  release  is  boundless  joy  and  utter  removal 
of  pain.  As  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  men  always  desire  both,  there  is  always 
a  desire  for  release”  ( Samksepasarlraka ,  i.  67).  Cp.  Spinoza:  “All  our 
happiness  or  unhappiness  depends  solely  on  the  quality  of  the  object  on 
which  our  love  is  fixed.  .  .  .  But  love  towards  an  object  eternal  and  infinite 
feeds  the  mind  with  a  joy  that  is  pure  with  no  tinge  of  sadness  ”  (De  Intellects 
Emendatione,  pp.  9  and  10). 
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our  trouble  arises  because  we  cling  to  the  world,  cherish  faith 
in  its  phantoms  and  feel  disappointed  when  the  mocking 
semblances  of  finite  satisfactions  vanish  even  as  we  reach 
them.  “  The  individual  sinks  down  in  sin  and  grief  so  long 
as  he  believes  that  his  body  is  the  Atman,  but  when  he 
realises  that  he  is  one  with  the  self  of  all  things,  his  grief 
ceases.”  1  We  cannot  manipulate  reality  into  accord  with  any 
ideal  of  our  mind,  but  have  only  to  recognise  it.  Philosophy 
with  Samkara  is  not  the  production  of  what  ought  to  be,  but 
is  the  apprehension  of  what  is.  A  spiritual  perception  of  the 
infinite  as  the  real  leads  to  peace  and  joy. 

All  ethical  goods,  bound  up  as  they  are  with  the  world  of 
distinctions,  are  valuable  as  means  to  the  end.  While  self- 
realisation  is  the  absolute  good,  ethical  goods  are  only 
relatively  so.  The  ethically  “  good  ”  is  what  helps  the 
realisation  of  the  infinite,  and  the  ethically  “  bad  ”  is  its 
opposite. 

Right  action  is  what  embodies  truth,  and  wrong  that 
which  embodies  untruth.2  Whatever  leads  to  a  better  future 
existence  is  good,  and  what  brings  about  a  worse  form  of 
existence  evil.  The  individual  tries  to  make  good  his  infinite 
nature  and  become  more  and  more  godlike.  In  the  empirical 
world,  Isvara  is  the  highest  reality  and  the  world  is  his 
creation.  The  believer  in  God  should  love  the  whole  universe, 
which  is  a  product  of  God.  True  peace  and  excellence  lie 
not  in  self-assertion,  not  in  individual  striving  for  one’s  own 
good,  but  in  offering  oneself  as  a  contribution  to  the  true 
being  of  the  universe.  Egoism  is  the  greatest  evil,  and  love 
and  compassion  are  the  greatest  good.  By  identifying  our¬ 
selves  with  the  social  good,  we  truly  gain  our  real  ends. 
Every  individual  must  subdue  his  senses,  which  make  for 
self-assertion ;  pride  must  give  place  to  humility,  resentment 
to  forgiveness,  narrow  attachment  to  family  to  universal 
benevolence.  It  is  not  so  much  the  deed  that  is  valuable  as 
the  will  to  suppress  one’s  selfish  will  and  assert  the  will  of 
society.  Duties  are  the  opportunities  afforded  to  man  to  sink 
his  separate  self  and  grow  out  into  the  world.  Samkara 
accepts  the  standards  of  his  age  and  exhorts  us  to  avoid  the 

1  S.B.  on  Mund.  Up.,  iii.  i.  2. 

»  Cp.  “  Everyone  that  doeth  evil  hateth  the  light  ”  (St.  John  iii.  19). 
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sins  forbidden  by  the  sastras.  The  study  of  the  Veda,  sacri¬ 
fices,  gifts,  penances  and  fasts  are  a  means  of  knowledge.1 
They  strengthen  character,  purify  the  spirit  and  deepen  in¬ 
sight.  Though  rare  spirits  might  grasp  the  truth  at  once, 
for  the  ordinary  man  time  and  effort  are  needed.  Fulfilment 
of  the  daily  obligations  of  life  and  the  demands  of  household 
piety,2  produce  a  frame  of  mind  favourable  to  realisation. 3 
Vedic  rituals,  when  scrupulously  observed,  lead  to  abhyudaya 
(literally  ascent  or  progress  in  the  scale  of  samsara) ,  and  not 
to  nihsreyasa  or  salvation. 4  While  spiritual  insight  into  the 
nature  of  ultimate  reality  has  for  its  result  moksa,  the  worship 
of  God  in  this  or  that  form  leads  to  a  variety  of  effects,  though 
all  these  are  confined  to  the  world  of  samsara.  5  They  help 
us  to  escape  from  selfish  desire,  hatred  and  dullness,  and 
attain  calm,  peace  and  patience  in  suffering.  Devout  medita¬ 
tion  is  a  means  to  knowledge.  Bhakti  aids  jnana.  True 
wisdom  is  won  only  by  those  whose  minds  are  prepared  by 
a  rigorous  discipline.  It  is  not  a  question  of  pouring  into 
the  mind  some  kind  of  knowledge  of  which  it  is  destitute. 
Truth  is  in  the  centre  of  the  soul.  To  let  it  shine,  the  mind 
has  to  be  turned  from  the  perishing  world.  Our  understanding 
must  be  made  transparent  like  the  glass  of  the  lamp  through 
which  shines  the  light  within.  “  Though  the  Atman  is  at  all 
times  and  in  all  things,  it  does  not  shine  in  all  things.  It 
shines  only  through  understanding,  just  as  reflection  appears 
only  in  polished  surf  aces/ '  6  Sarhkara  attaches  great  impor¬ 
tance  to  philosophical  wisdom,  which  can  be  attained  only 
through  a  practice  of  virtue.  While  jnana  leads  to  release, 
other  means  help  its  attainment  indirectly.  7  “  The  desire  to 

know  Brahman  springs  only  in  the  person  whose  mind  is  pure, 

1  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  4.  22.  *  S.B.,  iii.  4.  26. 

3  iv.  1.  4.  i  S.B.  on  Mund.  Up.,  Introduction. 

5  S.B.,  i.  1.  24.  See  also  iii.  2.  21. 

6  Sadasarvagato  ’py  atma,  na  sarvatravabhasate. 

Buddhyavevavabhaseta,  svacchesu  pratibimbavat.  ( Atmabodha ,  p.  17.) 

7  S.B.,  iv.  1.  1  ;  S.B.  on  Tait.  Up.,  i.  3.  Plato  recommends  for  philoso¬ 
phers  the  pursuit  of  wisdom,  which  has  for  its  final  fruit  the  vision  of  the 
idea  of  the  Good,  and  for  others  true  opinion,  which  is  limited  to  one’s 
station  and  its  duties.  See  Phcedo  and  Republic.  Similarly,  Aristotle 
recommends  for  the  ordinary  men  “  moral  virtues,”  which  are  emphatically 
“  human  affairs,”  and  for  those  who  aim  at  immortality  the  exercise  of  reason, 

"  which  apprehends  things  noble  and  divine  ”  ( Nichomachean  Ethics,  x.  8). 
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who  is  free  from  desires,  and  who,  free  from  deeds  done  in 
this  birth  or  in  previous  ones,  becomes  disgusted  with  the 
external  ephemeral  medley  of  ends  and  means.”  1  Samkara 
accepts  the  principle  of  the  yoga  practice,  which  has  for  its 
chief  end  samadhi,  what  Samkara  calls  samradhana  or  com¬ 
plete  satisfaction,  which  consists  in  withdrawing  the  senses 
from  everything  external  and  concentrating  them  on  one’s 
own  nature.  The  Advaita  accepts  the  yogic  distinctions  of 
yama,  niyama,  etc.,  as  the  outer  means  (bahirangasadhanas) 
and  dharana  and  dhyana  as  the  inner  means  (antaranga- 
sadhanas).2  The  inner  requirements  are  also  stated  to  be  the 
discrimination  between  the  eternal  and  the  non-eternal, 
detachment  from  all  selfish  endeavours  for  earthly  or  heavenly 
good,  the  development  of  the  virtues  of  tranquillity  (sama), 
restraint  (dama),  renunciation  (uparati),  resignation  (titiksa), 
concentration  (samadhi)  and  steadfastness  of  mind  (sraddha), 
and  lastly  an  intense  desire  for  freedom.  These  bring  about 
the  rise  of  true  knowledge.  3 

A  thinker  who  is  reaching  forward  to  a  larger  conception 
of  truth  does  not  break  entirely  from  the  common  beliefs  of 
his  age.  Though  the  efficacy  of  caste  institutions  has  ceased 
to  be  vital  for  Saihkara,  he  allows  room  for  belief  in  it.  The 
traditional  theory  chat  birth  in  a  particular  caste  is  not  a 
matter  of  chance,  but  is  the  necessary  consequence  of  conduct 
in  a  former  existence,  inclines  Sarhkara  to  accept  the  claim 
of  the  upper  classes,  gods  and  rsis,  for  the  exclusive  right  to 
study  the  Veda. 4  While  Samkara  holds  that  any  man  of 
any  caste  can  attain  the  highest  knowledge^  he  allows  that 
those  who  follow  the  Brahminical  rule  of  life  should  observe 
the  obligations  of  caste  and  the  stages  of  life.  While  the 
Brahmin  may  study  the  Veda  and  acquire  wisdom,  others 
may  resort  to  worship  and  the  like  and  attain  the  same  goal 

1  S.B.,  Kena  Up.,  Introduction.  See  also  S.B.,  Chan.  Up.,  Introduction, 
and  viii.  5.  1  ;  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  4.  22  ;  Katha,  i.  2.  15. 

1  The  Vedantic  Sravana  and  manana  answer  to  dharana  and  steps  to  it, 
nididhyasana  to  dhyana,  and  darsana  to  samadhi. 

3  S.B.,  iii.  4.  27. 

4  The  cases  of  Janasruti  (Chan.,  iv.  1.  2),  who  was  called  a  ^udra  by 
Raikva,  who,  however,  taught  him  the  Vedas,  and  Satyakama  Jabala,  are 
explained  away  on  the  ground  that  so  long  as  a  sudra  is  not  raised  to  a 
higher  caste  in  the  path  of  samsara,  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  saving  knowledge. 

5  S.B.,  iii.  4.  38. 
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of  brahmajnana.1  It  is  difficult  to  find  support  in  Samkara 
for  the  claim  that  only  through  the  study  of  the  Veda  can 
one  acquire  a  knowledge  of  Brahman.  As  in  his  philosophy, 
so  in  his  views  of  Hindu  dharma,  Samkara  tries  to  reconcile 
conflicting  claims.  By  throwing  open  the  highest  knowledge 
or  brahmajnana  to  all  who  bear  the  human  face  divine 
(purusamatra) ,  irrespective  of  caste  or  creed,  he  shows  his 
fundamental  humanity  and  his  firm  adherence  to  the  logical 
implications  of  his  Advaita  philosophy.  But  he  concedes 
to  the  Brahminical  faith  that  the  Sudras,  like  Vidura,  who 
attained  the  highest  wisdom,  did  so  as  a  result  of  their  past 
conduct.  If  a  Sudra  has  capacity  to  understand  the  truth 
now,  we  may  take  it  that  he  has  studied  the  Veda  in  a  previous 
life.  Thus  Samkara  undermined  the  belief  of  the  exclusive 
right  of  the  upper  classes  to  salvation.  He  was  willing  to 
regard  all  who  possess  spiritual  insight  as  his  gurus,  whether 
they  were  Brahmins  or  pariahs.  “  He  who  has  learned  to  look 
upon  the  phenomenal  world  in  the  light  of  non-dualism  is 
my  true  teacher,  be  he  a  candala  (pariah)  or  a  dvija  (twice- 
born).  This  is  my  conviction/’  3 

The  rules  of  asramas  or  stages  of  life  are  insisted  on.  To 
gain  salvation,  one  need  not  become  a  sannyasin.  In  the 
Brhadaranyaka  and  the  Chdndogya  Uftanisads,  grhasthas,  or 
householders,  acquired  and  taught  brahmavidya.  Sannyasins, 
however,  are  best  entitled  to  it,  since  it  is  easier  for  them  to 
acquire  it  than  for  others,  since  they  are  not  called  upon  to 
undertake  active  worship,  household  duties  or  vedic  rites. 
Samkara  insists  that  those  who  follow  the  asrama  rules  must 
become  sannyasins  before  they  attain  release,  though  there 
is  no  such  obligation  for  those  who  do  not  adhere  to  the 
asrama  rules.  The  sannyasins  are  grounded  in  Brahman 
(brahmasamstha) .  “  Such  a  state  is  impossible  for  those 

belonging  to  the  three  other  stages  of  life,  as  scripture  declares 
that  they  suffer  loss  through  the  non-performance  of  the 
works  enjoined  on  their  stage  of  life,  while  the  sannyasin  can 
suffer  no  loss  owing  to  non-performance/'  3  Again,  “  Although 

*  Purusamatrasambandhibhir  japopavasadevataradhanadibhir  dharma 
visesair  anugraho  vidyayas  sambhavati. 

1  Manisapancaka.  See  also  Kaupinapancaka,  pp.  3  and  5. 

J  S.B.,  iii.  4.  20. 
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jnana  is  permitted  to  all  in  any  order  of  life,  it  is  only  that 
possessed  by  a  sannyasin  that  leads  to  freedom  and  not  that 
combined  with  karma/'  1  Samkara  felt  in  the  practical 
religion  of  the  Hindus  the  want  of  discipline  and  a  common 
standard,  and  so  rearranged  the  ascetic  orders  and  thus  tried 
to  obtain  for  Hinduism  the  disciplinary  advantages  of  the 
Buddhist  organisation.2  Obsessed  by  the  lesson  which  the 
Buddhistic  admission  of  women  in  the  body  of  ordained 
ascetics  had  taught,  Samkara  excluded  women  from  his 
monasteries,  which  were  mainly  intended  as  seats  of  learn¬ 
ing  and  asylums  for  those  who  courted  poverty,  austere 
purity  of  life  and  freedom  from  the  thraldom  of  the  world. 
Samkara  ignored  caste  distinctions  in  the  monastic  order  he 
founded. 

The  rules  of  varnasrama  are  binding  on  the  Hindus,  since 
they  express  the  higher  mind  of  the  community.  These  are 
not  to  be  regarded  as  externally  imposed  on  the  individuals 
who  do  not  exist  simply  for  the  community.  The  moral  value 
of  the  individual  does  not  depend  entirely  on  his  contribution 
to  the  community.  Man  is  not  like  a  piece  of  clay  to  be 
moulded  from  outside.  He  has  to  be  persuaded  from  within. 
The  Sastras  do  not  compel  a  man  to  do  this  or  that,  but  simply 
remind  men  of  the  collective  experience  of  the  race.  3  Apart 
from  general  principles,  conventions  alter  from  place  to 
place.  4  Moral  life  deepens  as  we  progress  higher  and  higher.  5 
Customary  morality  is  something  which  is  ever  growing.  The 
Vedic  rule  of  life  is  not  an  indispensable  aid  to  wisdom.  Even 
those  who  are  not  entitled  to  it  attained  the  highest  goal. 
The  poor  and  the  outcast  may  by  prayer  and  worship, 
fasting  and  sacrifice,  attain  the  goal  through  the  grace  of 
God.6 

He  who  realises  the  goal  is  the  true  Brahmin,  the  knower 

1  S.B.,  Introduction  to  Mundaka  Up.  Saynnasanisthaiva  brahma  vidya 
moksasadhanam  na  karmasahiteti. 

1  Vidyaranya  after  Samkara  (see  Introduction  to  Bhasya  on  Ait.  Up.) 
distinguishes  vividisasannyasa  or  the  renunciation  of  the  seeker  from  the 
vidvatsannyasa  or  the  renunciation  of  the  saved ;  while  the  first  is  optional, 
the  second  eventually  follows  the  attainment  of  vidya.  The  first,  if  adopted, 
is  to  be  carried  out  in  the  orthodox  way ;  the  second  has  no  regulations  binding 
it.  See  Jivanmuktiviveka. 

3  Jnapakam  hi  sastram,  na  karakam.  See  also  S.B.,  Brh.  Up.,  ii.  i.  20. 

4  S.B.,  i.  1.  4.  5  Ibid.  6  S.B.,iii.  4.  36—39. 
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of  Brahman.  The  way  in  which  he  lives  is  described  by 
Samkara,  who  quotes  the  following  passage  : — 

Whom  no  one  knows  as  high  nor  lowly  born, 

No  one  as  erudite,  nor  yet  not  erudite, 

No  one  as  of  good  deeds,  nor  of  evil  deeds, 

He  is  a  Brahmana  in  very  truth. 

Given  up  to  hidden  duties  well  fulfilled. 

In  secrecy  let  all  his  life  be  spent ; 

As  he  were  blind  and  deaf,  of  sense  bereft, 

Thus  let  the  truly  wise  pass  through  the  world.1 

It  is  life  in  the  spirit  full  of  meekness  and  peace,  holiness  and 
joy,  and  not  sinking  into  a  state  of  contemplative  inertia. 
His  activities  do  not  bind  him.  His  karma  is  not  karma  in 
the  ordinary  sense.2  While  some  liberated  undertake  the 
minimum  activity  for  sustaining  life  (jivanamatrartham), 
others  throw  themselves  into  the  work  of  the  world  (loka- 
samgrahartham).3  This  activity  of  the  liberated  is  not  centred 
in  the  individualistic  standpoint  4  and  so  is  not  to  be  regarded 
as  binding  the  individual  to  the  circuit. 5  The  freed  souls, 

1  Yam  na  santam  na  casantam,  nasrutam  na  bahusrutam 
Na  suvrttam  na  durvrttarn  veda  kascit  sa  brahmanah. 

Gudhadharmasrito  vidvan  ajnatacaritam  caret 

Andhavaj  ja<Javac  capi  mukavac  ca  mahim  caret. 

(S.B.,  iii.  4.  50  ;  D.S.V.,  p.  144.) 

1  Vidusah  kriyamanam  api  karma  paramarthato’karmeva  (S.B.G., 
iv.  20). 

3  S.B.G.,  iv.  19.  4  S.B.,  iv.  1.  13. 

s  “  He  who,  when  awake,  is  as  though  in  a  sound  sleep,  and  sees  not 
duality,  or,  if  seeing  it,  regards  it  as  non-duality,  who,  though  acting,  is 
free  from  the  results  of  actions,  he,  and  he  alone,  is  without  doubt  the 
knower  of  self"  ( Upadesasdhasri ,  p.  45).  “  He  who,  whether  active  or  at 

rest,  links  not  his  ego  with  his  act  and  allows  not  his  mind  to  be  affected, 
is  said  to  be  the  real  jivanmukta.”  ‘  He  who,  though  deep  in  intercourse 
with  all  things,  is  ever  as  cool  and  unconcerned  as  in  attending  to  another’s 
business,  full  of  peace  and  contentment,  is  said  to  be  the  real  jivanmukta." 
Rama  asks  Vasisfha  :  “  Tell  me  which  of  the  two  is  better  than  the  other, 
he  who  is  ever  at  rest  though  mixing  in  the  world,  even  like  one  awakened 
from  a  prolonged  trance,  or  he  who  rises  to  and  remains  in  trance  in  some 
solitary  corner  ?  ’’  And  his  guru  Vasistha  replies  :  “  Trance  is  only  that 
internal  calm  which  comes  of  looking  upon  this  world  and  the  gunas  which 
create  it  as  all  not-self.  Having  gained  this  pleasant  calm  within  from 
the  conviction  ‘  I  have  no  touch  with  the  objective,’  the  yogin  may  remain 
in  the  world  or  shut  himself  up  in  meditation.  Both,  O  Rama,  are  equally 
good  if  the  fire  of  desire  is  entirely  cooled  down  within  "  ( Yogavdsistha , 
quoted  in  Jlvanmuktiviveka,  i  and  iv). 
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who  save  themselves  by  their  effort,  save  the  world  by  their 
example. 

While  Vedic  injunctions  and  moral  rules  are  necessary 
for  those  involved  in  the  circle  of  samsara,  they  lose  their 
point  for  the  soul  who  leaves  behind  the  whole  sphere  of 
desire  and  turns  back  on  the  differences  of  samsara.1  The 
question  is  raised  whether  the  released  soul  can  do  what  he 
will.  Sarhkara  answers  that,  since  selfish  attachment  that 
moves  to  action  is  absent  in  the  case  of  the  released  soul,  he 
does  not  act  at  all.2  Action  which  arises  from  avidya  cannot 
coexist  with  a  true  knowledge  of  spirit. 3  While  such  explana¬ 
tions  seem  to  deny  all  action  whatsoever  to  the  released  soul, 
there  are  other  passages  in  Samkara  which  make  out  that 
the  released  soul,  free  from  all  selfish  desire,  acts  in  a  disinter¬ 
ested  way. 4  Evil  action  is  psychologically  impossible  for  him. 
Freedom  from  moral  laws  is  mentioned  as  a  glorification, 
alamkara  or  ornament  of  the  state  of  liberation  and  not  an 
invitation  to  violate  the  moral  laws.  In  no  case  is  it  to  be 
regarded  as  encouraging  the  neglect  of  morality.  The  freed 
soul  is  lifted  up  into  such  a  relationship  with  the  absolute 
spirit  that  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  sin.  He  has  verily  died 
to  sin.  Samkara’s  attitude  is  not  to  be  confused  with  that 
taken  sometimes  by  the  Antinomians  in  the  Christian  Church. 
While  it  is  true  that  the  freed  soul  “  has  no  longer  any  object 
to  aim  at,  since  he  has  achieved  all,”  5  still  he  works  for  the 
welfare  of  the  world.  Besides,  while  Samkara  holds  that 
moral  obligation  has  no  meaning  for  the  freed  soul,  he  does 
not  say  that  the  moral  virtues  are  abandoned  by  him.6  Moral 
perfection  leads  to  the  death,  not  of  morality,  but  of  moralistic 
individualism.  Rules  of  conduct  have  their  force  so  long  as 
we  are  struggling  upward,  working  out  the  beast  in  us.  They 
help  to  keep  us  straight  when  there  is  danger  of  our  going 

1  Cp.  Nistraigunye  pathi  vicaratam  ko  vidhih  ko  nisedhah  ? 

3  Na  ca  niyogabhavat  samyagdarsino  yathesfacestaprasangah  .  .  . 
sarvatrabhimanasyaiva  pravartakatvat,  abhimanabhavac  ca  samyagdarsinalj 
(S.B.,  ii.  3.  48). 

3  See  S.B.,  Introduction  to  Tait.  Up. 

4  S.B.G.,  iv.  21.  5  Introduction  to  S.B.G.,  v. 

6  Suresvara  says  :  *  To  the  person  in  whom  the  realisation  of  the 

supreme  arises,  non-hatred  and  other  qualities  will  be  a  habit  requiring 
no  effort ;  they  are  no  longer  virtues  to  be  acquired  by  conscious  exertion  " 
( N aiskarmyasiddhi ,  iv.  69). 
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wrong.  As  rules  of  murder,  theft  and  the  like  do  not  worry 
the  civilised  man,  so  the  spiritual  man  is  not  concerned  with 
the  conventional  rules  of  morality. 


XLI 

Some  Objections  to  Samkara’s  Ethics  Considered 

The  ethical  views  of  Samkara  have  been  the  subject  of 
much  criticism,  and  we  may  briefly  consider  the  several 
charges.1  If  all  that  exists  is  Brahman,  and  if  the  world  of 
plurality  is  a  shadow,  there  cannot  be  any  real  distinction 
between  good  and  evil.  If  the  world  is  a  shadow,  sin  is  less 
than  a  shadow.  Why  should  not  a  man  play  with  sin  and 
enjoy  a  crime,  since  they  are  only  shadows  ?  What  shall  it 
profit  us  if  we  fight  wild  beasts  and  sacrifice  our  interests  in 
seeking  virtue  in  this  dream  of  life  ?  If  moral  distinctions 
are  valid,  life  is  real ;  if  life  is  unreal,  then  they  are  not  valid. 
This  objection  falls  to  the  ground  if  we  do  not  accept  the 
merely  illusory  nature  of  the  world.  Virtue  and  vice  have 
moral  weight  for  the  supreme  end. 

On  the  view  of  the  metaphysical  identity  of  the  individual 
and  the  Absolute,  it  is  said,  there  is  no  warrant  for  ethics. 
If  Brahman  is  all,  there  is  no  need  for  any  moral  endeavour. 
This  objection  rests  upon  a  confusion  between  reality  and 
existence,  the  eternal  and  the  temporal.  Samkara  does  not 
say  that  the  essentially  imperfect  and  incomplete  series  of 
temporal  events  is  the  same  as  true  timeless  Brahman.  The 
metaphysical  truth  of  the  oneness  of  Brahman  does  not  in 
any  way  prejudice  the  validity  of  the  ethical  distinctions  on 
the  empirical  level.  Samkara  says :  “  Fire  is  one  only,  and  yet 
we  shun  a  fire  which  has  consumed  dead  bodies,  not  any 
other  fire  ;  the  sun  is  one  only,  yet  we  shun  only  that  part  of 
his  light  which  shines  on  unholy  places,  not  that  part  which 
falls  on  pure  ground.  Some  things  consisting  of  earth  are 
desired,  such  as  diamonds  and  beryls,  other  things  likewise 

1  For  an  acute  criticism  of  the  ethics  of  the  Advaita  Vedanta  and 
Deussen's  reformulation  of  it,  see  Professor  Hogg’s  article  on  “  Advaita 
and  Ethics  ”  in  the  Madras  Christian  College  Magazine,  December  1916. 
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consisting  of  earth  are  shunned,  dead  bodies,  etc.”  1  Even  so, 
though  all  things  are  Brahman  ultimately,  there  are  certain 
things  to  be  avoided  and  others  to  be  desired.  The  statement 
“  I  am  Brahman  ”  (aham  brahmasmi)  does  not  mean  direct 
identity  2  of  the  active  self  with  the  ultimate  Brahman,  but 
only  identity  of  the  real  self  when  the  false  imposition  is 
removed.  3  The  ethical  problem  arises,  because  there  is  the 
constant  struggle  between  the  infinite  character  of  the  soul 
and  the  finite  dress  in  which  it  has  clothed  itself.  While  the 
natural  condition  of  man  is  one  of  integrity,  the  present  state 
of  corruption  is  due  to  a  fall  from  it  by  the  force  of  upadhis.4 
Our  struggle  with  imperfection  will  have  no  meaning,  if  we 
rise  to  a  point  of  view  from  which  we  behold  the  real.  The 
struggle  will  go  on  until  the  isolation  from  the  infinite  is 
broken  down.  Until  the  finite  soul  realises  that  it  is  Brahman, 
it  is  at  unrest  with  itself  and  feels  homesick  for  its  native 
country.  We  have  duties  and  destinies  as  finite  agents. 
Each  individual  is  responsible  for  his  work,  and  work  done 
by  one  individual  cannot  be  completed  by  another.  5 

The  ethics  of  Samkara  is  said  to  be  intellectualistic,  for 
avidya  or  non-discrimination  is  the  cause  of  our  bondage.6 
Mithyajnana  of  the  jlva  is  the  basis  of  all  experience  and 
activity ;  samyagjnana  or  knowledge  of  oneness  leads  to 
freedom.  7  As  the  distinction  between  the  highest  self  and 
the  individual  is  one  of  false  knowledge,8  we  get  rid  of  it  by 
true  knowledge.  All  this  leads  one  to  believe  that  salvation 
is  the  result  of  metaphysical  insight,  and  not  moral  perfection. 
Deussen  regards  this  feature  of  the  Advaita  Vedanta  as  its 
“  fundamental  want.”  “  Rightly,”  he  says,  “  the  Vedanta 
recognises  as  the  sole  source  by  which  we  may  reach  true 
knowledge,  true  apprehension  of  being  in  itself,  our  own  ‘  I  ’  ; 
but  it  wrongly  halts  at  the  form  in  which  it  directly  appeals 

1  S.B.,  ii.  3.  48.  *  Mukhyasamanadhikaranya. 

3  BadhasamanyadMkaranya. 

4  Eckhart  asks  :  “  What  would  it  avail  a  man  if  he  were  king  and  knew 
it  not  ?  ”  The  kingdom  of  heaven  is  a  lost  province. 

5  S.B.,  iii.  3.  53.  See  also  iii.  2.  9.  6  S.B.,  ii.  3.  48. 

7  S.B.,  i.  2-8.  See  also  iii.  2.  25  and  iv.  2.  8  ;  S.B.,  i.  3.  19. 

8  Mithyajnanakrta  eva  jivaparamesvarayor  bhedo  na  vastukrtah  (S.B., 
i.  3.  19).  See  S.B.  on  Gaudapada’s  Karika,  Introduction.  Cp.  jnanam 
vina  mokso  na  siddhyati  ( Almabodha ).  Vivekavivekamatrenaiva  (S.B., 
i.  3.  19).  See  also  Aparok$anubhuti,  p.  14. 
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to  our  consciousness,  as  a  knower,  even  after  it  has  cut  away 
the  whole  intellectual  apparatus,  and  ascribed  it  to  the  not 
‘  1/  the  world  of  phenomena,  just  as  it  has  also,  very  rightly, 
indicated  as  the  dwelling  of  the  highest  soul,  not  as  Descartes 
did  the  head,  but  the  heart/'  1  If  the  one  and  only  existent 
Brahman  is  already  perfect,  and  if  all  that  we  have  to  do  is 
to  assert  its  reality  and  deny  the  reality  of  everything  else, 
there  is  no  motive  for  ethical  action.  If  the  only  way  to 
escape  the  evils  of  finitude  is  simply  to  deny  them,  there 
is  no  room  for  any  earnest  ethics.  We  need  not  be  serious 
about  conquering  hatred  or  changing  our  nature.  But  we 
have  to  remember  that  avidya,  though  it  is  predominantly 
a  logical  concept,  signifies,  in  the  metaphysics  of  Samkara, 
a  whole  attitude  of  life.  “  Avidya  is  the  conceit  that 
the  ‘  I  '  consists  in  the  bodily  nature ;  hence  arise  the 
worship  of  the  body,  which  is  passion,  the  despising  of 
it,  which  is  hate  ;  thoughts  of  injury  to  it  rouse  fear,  and 
so  on.”  2 3 4 5  False  knowledge  is  the  basis  of  all  selfish  desire 
and  activity. 3  Avidya  is  the  finiteness  of  the  finite  individual 
impelling  him  to  lead  a  life  of  desire  and  strife,  consequent 
on  the  ignorance  of  his  oneness  with  Brahman.  Vices  of 
character  are  not  merely  follies  and  errors,  but  perversions  of 
will,  and  violations  of  the  voice  of  God.  Frequently  Samkara 
uses  the  one  compound  “  avidyakamakarma,”  4  where  avidya 
represents  the  cognitive  error  of  looking  upon  the  diversity 
of  individuals  as  real, 5  kama  the  emotional  response  towards 
the  object  and  karma  the  practical  act,  to  gain  it  or  avoid  it. 
It  is  this  whole  attitude  of  individualistic  action  that  is  rooted 
in  a  confusion  between  the  real  and  the  unreal,  that  leads  to 
samsara.6  Kama  is  born  of  avidya,  and  karma  is  the  result 

i  D.S.V.,  p.  59. 

1  Dehadisv  anatmasv,  aham  asmity  atmabuddhir  avidya ;  tatas  tat- 
pujanadau  ragah  ;  tatparibhavadau  dvesah.  ;  taducchedadarsanad  bhayam, 
etc.  (S.B.,  i.  3.  2). 

3  S.B.,  Kena  Up.,  Introduction  :  Samsarabijam  ajnanam  kamakarma 

pravrttikaranam.  Again  :  “  Avidyakamakarmalaksanam  samsarabijam  " 

(S.B.  on  Kena  Up.,  iv.  9). 

4  S.B.  on  Mund.  Up.,  iii.  1.  1. 

5  Avidyakalpitam  lokaprasiddharh  jivabhedam  (S.B.,  ii.  1.  14;  i.  3.  19). 

6  Anatmadarsino  hy  anatmavisayah  kamah ;  kamayamanas  ca  karoti 
karmani;  tatas  tatphalopabhogaya  sarirad  upadanalaksanas  samsarah.  (S.B., 
bait.  Up.,  i.  11.) 
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of  kama.  The  state  of  freedom  is  said  to  be  the  removal  oi 
the  error,  the  restoration  of  the  true  desires  and  the  suppression 
of  all  selfish  endeavour.1  The  discipline  of  moral  life  includes 
the  suppression  of  selfish  activity,  the  development  of  true 
desires  and  the  overcoming  of  empirical  individualism.  Until 
the  last  happens,  we  are  not  perfected  in  nature.  We  may 
suppress  our  kama,  we  may  act  for  the  welfare  of  the  world, 
but  there  is  no  security  that  we  should  not  succumb  to  the 
temptation  of  a  false  desire  or  a  selfish  activity  at  another 
moment  of  our  life  ;  but  until  we  cut  the  very  roots  of  eager 
desire  and  petty  egoism,  until  avidya  is  abolished,  we  cannot 
be  sure  that  we  shall  occupy  the  impersonal  attitude  of  true 
enlightenment.  The  moral  man  is  disinterested  by  chance  ; 
the  saint  is  disinterested,  thanks  to  his  enlightenment.2 3 4 5 

Samkara  distinguishes  paroksajnana  or  logical  learning, 
which  we  derive  from  books  and  teachers,  that  the  supreme 
self  and  the  individual  are  one,  and  aparoksajnana  or  anubhava, 
which  is  the  experience  of  the  seer  who  has  surrendered  his 
sense  of  separateness  and  realised  his  oneness  with  the 
Supreme.  3  Samkara  tells  us  that  the  former  is  incapable  of 
releasing  us  from  bondage.  Commenting  on  the  Brhadaran- 
yaka  Upanisad ,4  Samkara  says  that  one  must  raise  oneself 
step  by  step  from  the  state  of  mere  learning  (pandityam)  to 
that  of  childlike  simplicity  (balyam)  5  and  from  it  to  the  state 
of  the  silent  muni,  and  last  of  all  to  the  state  of  the  true 
Brahmin,  who  renounces  in  spirit  all  possessions  and  pleasures 
which  are  different  from  Brahman  and  so  likely  to  bring 
subjection.  The  Advaita  is  both  a  philosophy  and  a  religion. 

1  Sarvavasanaksayam  sarvakamavinasam  sarvakarmapravilayam. 

*  See  a  very  suggestive  article  by  Professor  Hiriyanna  on  this  question 
in  the  Proceedings  of  the  Indian  Oriental  Conference,  Poona,  vol.  ii.  Speaking 
of  the  distinction  between  true  enlightenment  and  aesthetic  delight,  he 
says  :  ‘  To  use  &amkara’s  words,  the  ever  recurring  series  of  kama  and 
karma,  or  interest  and  activity,  constitutes  life.  The  elimination  of  kama 
and  karma  while  their  cause  avidya  continues  in  a  latent  form  marks  the 
aesthetic  attitude  ;  the  dismissal  of  avidya  even  in  this  latent  form  marks 
the  saintly  attitude  ”  (p.  241). 

3  Cp.  Vardhopanisad. 

Asti  brahmeti  ced  veda  paroksajnanam  eva  tat 
Aham  brahmeti  ced  veda  saksatkaras  sa  ucyate. 

4  iii.  8.  10.  See  also  Chan.  Up.,  iv.  1.  7. 

5  Cp.  St.  Matthew,  xviii.  3 
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Enlightenment  results  in  experience  immediate  and  certain.1 
It  is  not  the  pursuit  of  a  remote  ideal. 

In  the  same  spirit  it  is  maintained  that  cittasuddhi  or 
purification  of  the  heart  is  a  necessary  prerequisite  for  spiritual 
realisation.  This  involves  the  increasing  domination  of  the 
sattva  quality  and  the  suppression  of  rajas  and  tamas.  It  is 
brought  about  by  disinterested  work  and  practice  of  spiritual 
exercises.  It  does  not  supersede  morality,  but  implies  it. 
“  When  and  to  whomsoever  the  notion  of  the  personal  ego 
conveyed  by  ‘  I  ’  (aham)  and  the  notion  of  personal  possession 
conveyed  by  ‘  mine  *  (mama)  cease  to  be  real,  then  he  is  the 
knower  of  Atman.” 2  Until  selfish  desire  (kama)  is  sup¬ 
pressed,  avidya  cannot  be  rooted  out.  Jnana  has  a  larger 
sense  than  its  English  equivalent,  knowledge.  It  is  true 
wisdom,  life  at  its  highest  stretch. 3  It  is  not  the  acceptance 
of  a  given  dogma,  but  the  living  experience  of  which  the 
intellectual  apprehension  is  but  the  outward  symbol.  Samkara 
has  no  great  admiration  for  abstract  intelligence.  The  highest 
intelligence,  according  to  him,  consists  in  the  knowledge  that 
intelligence  alone  is  not  enough.  The  end,  it  is  true,  is  the 
destruction  of  avidya,  but  we  cannot  get  rid  of  avidya  by 
simply  denying  its  reality.  We  are  not  said  to  know  Brahman 
simply  because  we  have  a  speculative  notion  of  its  being. 
Brahmajnana  is  the  spiritual  realisation  of  our  rootedness  in 
the  eternal,  which  remains  an  abiding  possession,  a  part  of  our 
very  being. 

It  is  said  that  it  is  a  weakness  of  Samkara’s  system  that 
he  does  not  regard  moral  values  as  ultimately  real.  Moral 
distinctions  have  a  meaning  only  so  long  as  our  ego  is  sharply 
marked  off  from  whatever  lies  outside  its  body  in  space  and 
beyond  its  experience  in  time.  The  moral  world,  which 
assumes  the  isolation  and  independence  of  its  members, 
belongs  to  the  world  of  appearances.  The  duties  commanded 
and  the  claims  that  call  for  satisfaction  are  both  alike  the 
personal  affairs  of  individuals.  The  command  and  the  claim 
are  based  on  the  assumed  independence  of  the  finite  individuals. 

1  Anubhavarudham  eva  ca  vidyaphalam  na  kriyaphalavat  kalantara- 
bhavi  (S.B.,  lii.  4.  15). 

>  Upadesasahasrl,  xiv.  29.  See  also  xiv.  141.  See  also  S.B.  on  Kena 
Up.,  Introduction. 

S  See  Plato’s  Timccus,  p.  90  ;  Aristotle’s  Nichomachean  Ethics,  x.  7, 
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So  long  as  we  occupy  the  standpoint  of  individualistic  moralism, 
we  are  in  the  world  of  samsara,  with  its  hazards  and  hardships. 
Moral  growth  consists  in  a  gradual  correction  of  the  indi¬ 
vidualistic  point  of  view,  and  when  the  correction  is  complete, 
the  moral  as  such  ceases  to  exist.  So  long  as  the  latter  per¬ 
sists,  the  ideal  is  unrealised.  The  end  of  morality  is  to  lift 
oneself  up  above  one’s  individuality  and  become  one  with  the 
impersonal  spirit  of  the  universe.  But,  so  long  as  there  is 
a  trace  of  individuality  clinging  to  the  moral  subject,  this 
lifting  up  can  only  be  partial.  To  attain  oneness  with  the 
infinite,  on  the  basis  of  the  finite,  is  evidently  an  impossible 
task.  To  realise  the  ideal,  we  must  pass  beyond  the  moral 
life  and  rise  to  the  spiritual  realisation  in  which  the  life  of 
finite  struggle  and  endeavour  is  transcended.  So  ^amkara 
insists  repeatedly  on  the  inadequacy  of  moral  goodness  and 
finite  striving,  so  far  as  the  ideal  of  perfection  is  concerned. 
Karma  cannot  lead  to  moksa.  The  finite  as  finite  must  be 
transcended.  Avidya,  which  is  the  basis  of  all  finite  life,  must 
be  overcome.  We  must  break  through  the  circuit  of  samsara, 
of  ignorance,  attachment  and  action  (avidyakamakarma) ,  to 
recognise  our  oneness  with  the  supreme  spirit.  However 
moral  we  may  be,  so  long  as  mere  goodness  does  not  take  us 
beyond  the  finite  and  break  the  barriers  of  avidya,  perfection 
is  beyond  us.  So  Samkara  argues  that  we  cannot  win  moksa 
by  any  amount  of  striving  ;  for  all  karma,  whether  it  be 
observance  of  Vedic  rites  or  devotion  to  God,  leads  only  to 
a  conservation  of  the  finite  as  finite,  and  involves  us  in 
samsara,  or  the  struggle  of  the  finite  for  the  infinite,  endlessly 
prolonged.  Release  from  this  revolving  wheel  comes  through 
jnana,  or  the  insight  which  lifts  us  out  of  our  individuality 
into  the  oneness  with  the  infinite.1  Morality  is  of  the  nature 
of  development,  and  cannot  lead  to  a  realisation  of  the  truth 
which  is  self-existent.  If  moral  progress  is  the  central  feature 

z  The  attitude  of  the  late  Professor  Bosanquet  on  this  question  is 
analogous  to  that  of  Samkara,  and  his  interpretation  of  the  justification 
by  faith  is  similar  to  Sarhkara’s  view  of  release  through  jnana.  Cp. :  We 
are  one  with  the  whole  by  faith,  and  not  in  works.  Here  our  inadequacy 
is  done  away.  This  is  the  very  meaning  of  ‘saving  experiences.’  We 
throw  ourselves  upon  the  grace  of  the  universe  and  find  in  oneness  with 
it  an  adequacy  which  is  self-contradictory  for  us  as  finite  agents”  (The 
Meeting  of  Extremes  in  Contemporary  Philosophy ,  p.  173)*  See  a^so  Mind, 
N.S.,  vol.  xxx.  p.  98. 
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of  man’s  life,  there  is  no  stage  at  which  he  can  say  that  he 
has  realised  the  goal  and  attained  his  nature.  If  God  is  the 
nature  of  man,  there  is  no  point  in  moral  progress  when  the 
individual  can  say  “  I  am  God.”  He  who  conforms  to  moral 
rules  cannot  feel  that  he  has  realised  his  self  If  moral  life 
were  all,  the  most  brilliant  career  is  a  futile  thing,  love  a 
fleeting  illusion  and  happiness  an  ever-receding  goal.  St.  Paul 1 
insists  on  the  impossibility  of  redemption  through  the  law. 
Whatever  we  may  do,  unless  we  surrender  our  selfishness,  we 
cannot  be  saved.  We  may  fulfil  the  law  of  morality  from 
selfish  motives,  but  it  has  not  much  moral  value.  To  get  rid 
of  the  sinfulness  of  our  nature,  our  avidya  as  Samkara  calls 
it,  Paul  demands  faith  and  Samkara  jnana,  which  alone  lifts 
us  above  our  finiteness  and  above  the  possibility  of  sin. 
Salvation  is  not  a  question  of  invention  or  construction,  but 
of  discovery  or  unveiling.  Morality  has  always  a  reference 
to  something  beyond  itself,  but  jnana  or  pure  beholding  or 
realisation  is  complete  in  itself.  It  lacks  nothing,  has  no  aim 
or  purpose.  The  6ruti  declares  that  the  self-existent  eternal 
freedom  cannot  be  achieved  by  action.2 

If  we  remember  the  sound  canon  of  interpretation,  that 
the  best  way  to  arrive  at  a  true  meaning  of  a  religious  formula 
is  to  consider  the  heresies  it  is  intended  to  deny,  we  can 
appreciate  what  seems  Samkara’s  unnecessary  emphasis  on 
the  futility  of  the  karmamarga  for  the  final  end  of  perfection. 
He  felt  that  the  MImamsakas  had  bent  the  bow  too  much  on 
the  side  of  works  by  declaring  that  mere  ritualistic  formalism 
was  adequate  for  gaining  us  freedom  of  spirit.  His  denial 
of  the  adequacy  of  works  to  salvation  is  a  reaction  against 


1  Epistle  to  the  Romans  iii,  viii,  x,  xiii,  and  the  Epistle  to  the  Galatians  ii 

and  iii. 

J  Nasty  akrtah  krtena.  Samkara  comments  akrto  moksah  krtena 
karmana  nastlti.  See  also  S.B.  on  Tait.  Up.,  Introduction.  Again  :  “  An 
action  is  that  which  is  enjoined  as  being  independent  of  the  nature  of 
existing  things  and  dependent  on  the  energy  of  some  person’s  mind  .  .  . 
knowledge  is  the  result  of  the  pramanas  (pramanajanyam)  which  have  for 
their  objects  existing  things  and  depends  entirely  on  existing  things  (vastu- 
tantram),  and  not  on  vedic  statements  or  the  mind  of  man  ”  (S.B.,  i.  i.  4). 
See  also  S.B.,  4.  22.  The  Madhyamikas  regard  the  equipment  of  wisdom 

(jnanasambhara)  as  leading  to  absolute  freedom  (dharmakaya),  while  the 
equipment  of  merit  (punyasambhara)  leads  to  the  body  of  bliss  (sambho- 
gakaya)  (M  adhy  ami  k  avatar  a,  iii.  12).  See  Keith’s  Budd.  Ph.,  p.  277. 
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the  exaggerated  emphasis  which  the  Mlmarhsakas  place  on 

Vedic  ritualism.  Ultimate  freedom  is  nothing  more  than  the 

removal  of  ajnana.  “  The  attainment  of  the  highest  is  merely 

the  removal  of  avidya.”  1 * 3 * *  “  On  the  removal  of  the  ignorance  of 

the  nature  of  Brahman,  one  abides  in  one’s  own  self  and  attains 
-v 

the  supreme  end/'  s  To  know  Brahman  is  not  to  gain  an 
object  which  we  did  not  possess,  but  is  realising  our  true 
nature  of  which  we  were  unconscious.  When  avidya  is 
destroyed,  vidya  shines  of  itself, 3  even  as  the  piece  of  rope  is 
known  when  the  false  notion  that  it  is  a  snake  is  refuted. 4 
Mere  karma,  which  has  for  its  effect  transitory  occurrences, 
cannot  lead  us  to  the  eternal  fact  of  freedom.  Karma  cannot 
dispel  avidya,  since  the  two  are  not  antagonistic.  When 
knowledge  is  said  to  precede  karma,  it  is  not  the  highest 
spiritual  insight,  but  external  knowledge  of  this  or  that  object. 
Karma  is  always  undertaken  for  the  fulfilment  of  desire. 
Moksa  is  incompatible  with  the  presence  of  desire.  Karma 
has  no  meaning  unless  the  individual  has  faith  in  his  own 
agency  and  distinguishes  the  object  from  himself  5 ;  but  so 
long  as  these  distinctions  subsist,  moksa  is  unattainable. 
“  Moksa  is  impossible  with  a  perception  of  difference,  and 
karma  is  impossible  without  a  perception  of  it.”  6  The  acts 
performed  are  expected  to  yield  one  of  the  following  results  : 
“  Production  of  a  new  thing  (utpatti),  change  of  state  (vikara), 
consecration  (samskara)  and  acquisition  (apti)  ”  ;  moksa  is 
none  of  these. 7  Karma  has  preparatory  value,  but  it  is 
essentially  based  on  a  partial  view,  and  so  cannot  lead  us  by 
it  self  to  the  ultimate  goal.  Jnana  or  spiritual  insight  is  the 
only  means  to  freedom.8  ^arhkara  insists  on  this  fact  sometimes 
with  an  unnecessary  emphasis.  “  It  is  unreasonable  to  think 
that  the  knowledge  of  Brahman,  before  which  all  notions  of 
distinctions  of  deed,  doer,  fruit,  etc.,  vanish,  can  possibly 
require  any  extraneous  thing  as  its  complement  or  concomitant 

1  S.B.,  Mund.  Up.,  i.  5.  Avidyapaya  eva  hi  parapraptih.  Avidyanivrttir 
eva  moksah. 

J  S.B.,  Tait.  Up.,  Introduction.  “  Avidyanivfttau  svatmany  avasthanain 
parapraptih. 

3  S.B.,  iii.  2.  21.  4  S.B.,  ii.  1.  14. 

5  S.B.,  Chan.  Up.,  Introduction. 

6  S.B.,  Kena  Up.,  Introduction. 

?  S.B.,  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  11. 


8  Atmabodha,  p.  203. 
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aid  in  accomplishing  it ;  nor  can  its  fruit  of  freedom  require 
any  such  ;  therefore  jnana  cannot  consistently  with  itself 
require  karma  as  its  concomitant  help  or  complement/*  1 
Sarhkara  admits  that  the  performance  of  obligatory  acts 
(nityani  karmani)  helps  us  to  undo  the  effects  of  our  past  sins, 
while  those  who  desire  specific  objects  may  resort  to  acts 
intended  to  secure  their  fulfilment  (kamyani  karmani).  Both 
these  satisfy  the  individual  with  cravings  and  desires  for  a 
time,  but  neither  helps  him  to  reach  life  eternal.  The 
MImamsaka  holds  that,  if  we  avoid  interested  and  forbidden 
acts,  exhaust  by  enjoyment  the  fruits  of  karmas  which  already 
have  begun  to  operate,  and  ward  off  sins  of  omission  by  the 
performance  of  obligatory  duties,  without  any  other  effort, 
moksa  can  be  attained.  Samkara  says  in  reply  that  there 
are  ever  so  many  karmas  which  have  not  begun  to  operate 
and  whose  effects  cannot  be  exhausted  in  one  birth  ;  these 
will  involve  us  in  other  births,  whereby  fresh  karma  will  go 
on  accumulating.  There  is  no  hope  for  us  until  we  get  rid 
of  the  desires  which  give  rise  to  karma.  The  desires  are 
traced  to  avidya,  and  so  only  vidya,  which  annihilates  avidya, 
can  take  us  out  of  the  clutches  of  karma.1  Brahmavidya 
removes  the  very  basis  for  these  external  observances.  3  What 
counts  is  not  outer  conduct  but  inner  life.  Its  torturing 
problems  cannot  be  solved  by  a  reference  to  rules.  Our 
secret  hearts,  our  prayers  and  meditations  help  us  to  solve 
the  problems  of  life.  The  highest  morality  therefore  consists 
in  developing  the  right  spirit.  The  secret  of  moral  genius  lies 
in  the  spiritualising  of  our  consciousness.  Moral  life  is  the 
necessary  result  of  spiritual  insight.  Till  the  latter  is  gained, 
moral  rules  are  obeyed  in  an  external  fashion. 

In  another  sense,  moral  obligations  are  relative  to  the 

*  See  S.B.  on  Kena  Up. 

*  S.B.,  i.  i.  4.  Cp.  Plato  :  "  Those  who  have  practised  the  popular 
and  social  virtues  which  come  from  habit  and  practice  without  philosophy 
or  reason  are  happiest  in  the  round  of  transmigration  ;  for  it  is  probable 
that  they  return  into  a  mild  and  social  nature  like  their  own,  such  as  that 
of  bees  or  wasps  or  ants,  or  it  may  be  into  bodies  of  men,  and  that  from 
them  are  made  worthy  citizens.  But  none  except  the  philosopher  or  the 
lover  of  knowledge,  who  is  wholly  pure  when  he  goes  hence,  is  permitted 
to  go  to  the  race  of  the  gods  ”  (Phczdo,  p.  82). 

3  Idanlih  karmopadanahetupariharaya  brahmavidyS  prastuyate  (S.B., 
Tait.  Up.,  Introduction). 
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state  of  the  individual.  Morality,  in  the  modern  world,  is 
confused  with  social  values,  but  the  latter  are  not  the  whole 
of  values.  Not  only  our  views  of  society  but  our  thoughts  of 
God  also  count.  A  Robinson  Crusoe  on  a  desert  island  even 
without  Friday  can  cherish  values. 

Samkara  holds  that  the  knowledge  of  the  inner  self  is 
antagonistic  to  karma,  and  cannot  coexist  with  it  even  in  a 
dream.  If  there  are  cases  recorded  in  the  scriptures  where 
householders  performing  karma  possessed  the  sacred  wisdom 
and  transmitted  it  to  their  disciples,  Samkara  retorts  that 
these  statements  cannot  override  an  obvious  fact,  for  “  the 
coexistence  of  light  and  darkness  cannot  be  brought  about 
even  by  a  hundred  rules,  much  less  by  mere  indications  like 
these.”  1  This  whole  discussion  is  permeated  by  the  ambigu¬ 
ous  usage  of  the  word  karma.  If  karma  means  activity 
undertaken  by  an  individual  for  the  fulfilment  of  this  or  that 
private  end,  it  is  inconsistent  with  spiritual  insight.  Impersonal 
action,  on  the  other  hand,  undertaken  by  an  individual  after 
gaining  insight  for  the  sake  of  general  ends,  does  not  bind  the 
doer,  does  not  commit  him  to  the  life  of  samsara.  Karma,  in 
the  former  sense,  cannot  coexist  with  spiritual  insight.2  If 
jnana  and  karma  are  opposed  as  light  and  darkness,  it  is 
karma  in  the  sense  of  selfish  activity  and  jnana  in  the  sense 
of  unselfish  wisdom.  According  to  S.imkara,  what  the 
released  soul  does  is  not  to  be  called  karma.  The  activity 
of  the  liberated  soul  for  world-solidarity  (lokasamgraha)  is 
not  karma  strictly  speaking.  Commenting  on  the  passage  of 
the  Mundaka  Upanisad  which  reads,  “  sporting  in  self,  delight¬ 
ing  in  self  and  daily  acts,  he  is  the  best  of  those  who  know 
Brahman,”  3  Samkara  remarks  that  the  view  that  the  com¬ 
bination  of  karma  and  knowledge  is  allowed  by  this  text  is 
only  “  the  prattle  of  the  ignorant.”  4  That  some  sort  of 
activity  is  admitted  cannot  be  denied.  All  that  Samkara 
affirms  is  that  it  is  not  activity  which  we  ordinarily  call  karma, 

1  Vidya  karmavirodhac  ca  na  hibrahmatmaikatvadarsanena  saha 
karma  svapne  'pi  sampadayitum  sakyam  .  .  .  yat  tu  grhasthesu  brahmavidya 
sampradayakartrtvadilingam  na  tat  sthitanyayam  badhitum  utsahate  ; 
na  hi  vidhisatenapi  tamahprakasayor  ekatrasambhavas  §akyate  kartum. 
Kimuta  lingaih  kevalair  iti  (S.B.,  Mund.  Up.,  Introduction). 

*  See  S.B.,  Isa.  Up.,  18.  3  iii.  i.  4. 

4  Asatpralapitam  evaitat.  See  also  S.B.,  Chan.  Up.,  Introduction. 
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for  karma  is  based  on  egoism.1  In  another  passage  he  says : 
“To  one  who  knows,  no  work  will  cling  even  if  one  performs 
works  during  his  whole  life — thanks  to  the  greatness  of  know¬ 
ledge.  ”  2 * 4  Karma  is  the  name  for  all  activity  which  leads  to 
continuance  of  existence  in  samsara,  and  this  is  opposed  to 
true  knowledge.  The  other  kind  of  activity  is  not  to  be 
called  karma,  since  it  is  not  due  to  kama  or  selfish  desire 
The  freed  has  suppressed  his  selfish  desires  (akamayamana). 
On  the  other  hand,  in  certain  passages  where  his  interest  is 
to  insist  on  the  freedom  of  the  released  soul  from  the  trammels 
of  samsara,  he  declares  that,  since  all  activity  is  painful  in 
effect,  no  activity  is  possible  at  all  for  the  liberated. 3 

Asceticism  is  a  charge  that  is  frequently  levelled  against 
Sarhkara’s  ethics.  In  a  hundred  ways  Sarhkara  urges  that 
there  is  never  anything  worthy  of  pursuit  in  empirical  life.  4 
Illness  and  death  come,  if  not  to-day  then  to-morrow,  to 
ourselves  and  those  whom  we  love,  and  nothing  remains  of 
all  we  love  on  earth  but  dust  and  ashes.  Nothing  on  earth 
can  offer  a  sure  foothold  for  the  soul  of  man.  The  futility  of 
samsara  and  attachment  to  it  are  indicated  in  the  familiar 
story  of  the  traveller  who,  to  save  himself  from  the  wild  beast 
that  is  pursuing  him,  gets  into  the  dried-up  well.  But  at  the 
bottom  of  the  well  there  is  a  dragon  with  its  jaws  wide  open 
to  devour  him.  He  cannot  get  out  for  fear  of  the  wild  beast, 
he  dare  not  descend  for  fear  of  the  dragon,  and  so  he  catches 
hold  of  a  branch  of  a  wild  plant  growing  out  of  a  crevice  of 
the  well.  He  grows  tired  and  feels  that  he  must  soon  perish. 
Though  death  awaits  him  on  either  side,  he  still  holds  on, 
clinging  fondly  to  the  wild  plant,  but  lo  !  there  are  two  mice, 
one  black  and  the  other  white,  gnawing  the  trunk  of  the  wild 
plant.  It  will  soon  give  way  and  break  off  and  the  traveller 
cannot  escape  the  jaws  of  death.  Even  so,  we  who  are 


1  Karmahetuh  kama  syat  (Tait.  Up.,  S.B.,  Introduction)* 

*  S.B.,  iii.  4.  14.  See  also  S.B.,  Chan.  Up.,  ii.  23.  1. 

I  S.B.,  ii.  3.  40. 

4  Cp.  1  John  ii.  15-17  “  Love  not  the  world,  nor  yet  what  is  in  the 
world  ;  if  anyone  loves  the  world,  love  for  the  Father  is  not  in  him.  For 
all  that  is  in  the  world,  the  desire  of  the  flesh  and  the  desire  of  the  eyes 
and  the  proud  glory  of  life,  belongs  not  to  the  Father  but  to  the  world  ; 
and  the  world  is  passing  away  with  its  desire,  while  he  who  does  the  will 
of  God  remains  for  ever  ”  (Moffatt’s  E.T.). 
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travelling  on  the  circuit  of  samsara  know  the  pitfalls  of  our 
life,  know  that  all  things  to  which  we  cling  will  inevitably 
perish,  but  in  spite  of  it  all,  we  find  some  drops  of  honey  on 
the  leaves  of  some  wild  plant  and  are  busy  licking  them. 
Though  we  know  that  the  dragon  of  death  awaits  us,  though 
we  know  that  the  white  mouse  and  the  black,  day  and  night, 
are  gnawing  through  the  branches  to  which  we  cling,  we  still 
are  tempted  by  the  tree  of  life.  The  dragon  is  there,  but 
that  does  not  matter,  the  honey  is  sweet.  We  take  the  tree 
for  the  truth  and  do  not  want  to  face  the  terrible  fact  that 
nothing  in  samsara  can  satisfy  the  infinite  in  man.  Samkara 
tells  us  that  the  supreme  fulfilment  is  the  result  and  reward 
of  supreme  renunciation.  It  is  reached  when  desire  is  dead 
and  pleasure  and  pain  alike  are  cast  away.  The  most  perfect 
virtue  and  the  loftiest  intellectual  vision  are  inadequate  for 
the  purpose  of  spiritual  perfection.  Sarhkara  insists  on  a  life  of 
self-sacrifice  and  asks  us  to  free  ourselves  from  attachment  to 
the  body.  The  enemy  of  the  soul  is  not  the  body  as  such, 
but  our  bondage  to  the  body  and  the  sense  of  mineness.1 
The  released  soul  before  death  is  possessed  of  a  body,  but  its 
presence  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  freedom  of  spirit.  It  is 
because  the  body  in  the  ordinary  individual  offers  a  thousand 
hindrances  to  the  free  growth  of  the  spirit  that  we  find 
Sarhkara  arguing  that  the  life  of  the  spirit  is  repressed  and 
hampered  by  union  with  the  material  body.  The  appearance 
of  asceticism  is  due  to  the  repeated  exhortations  to  crucify 
the  flesh  with  the  passions  and  the  lusts  thereof. 

It  is  said  that  there  can  be  no  sense  of  social  life  or  civic 
duty  in  Sarhkara’s  world-negating  philosophy.  There  is  no 
need  for  us  to  take  any  interest  in  the  world  if  it  is  a  lie. 
Sarhkara,  it  is  said,  insists  on  redemption  from  the  world  and 
not  of  it.  He  does  not  demand  a  change  of  the  world,  but 
exhorts  us  to  escape  from  it.  There  is  no  incentive  to  improve 
the  existing  social  institutions.  That  the  case  is  not  so  bad 
as  it  seems  is  evident  from  the  life  of  Samkara,  which  is  a 
standing  refutation  of  the  charge  that  the  existent  world-order 
with  its  institutions  is  a  thing  to  be  escaped  from.  His  whole 
philosophy  refutes  the  assumption  that  individuality  depends 
on  separateness.  Man  has  to  purify  himself  from  the  defile- 

*  Satablokl,  p.  15. 
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ments  of  the  world,  strip  off  all  clothing,  leave  behind  every¬ 
thing  unworthy.  He  must  break  away  from  the  slavery  of 
selfhood,  passion  and  sense.  A  deliberate  surrender  of  all 
personal  feelings  and  preferences,  a  self-stripping  to  the  point 
of  apparent  nothingness,  a  “  flight  of  the  alone  to  the  alone," 
means  eternal  life.  The  emphasis  in  Samkara  is  not  on 
retirement  from  the  world,  but  on  renunciation  of  the  self. 
It  is  easier  to  flee  from  the  world  than  from  the  self.  Samkara 
asks  us  to  suppress  our  selfishness,  and,  if  that  requires  solitude 
and  retirement,  these  are  advised  as  means  to  an  end.  One 
who  has  completely  shaken  himself  free  from  selfishness  is  at 
liberty  to  take  upon  himself  the  task  of  the  world.  His 
attitude  will  be  not  world-seeking  or  world-fleeing,  but  world¬ 
saving.  The  perfect  man  lives  and  dies,  not  for  himself,  but 
for  mankind.  It  is,  however,  true  that  Samkara  asks  us  to 
be  in  the  world  but  not  of  it,  even  as  a  drop  of  water  is  on  the 
lotus  leaf  without  getting  mixed  up  with  it.  The  part  of 
wisdom  is  to  dream  with  our  eyes  open,  to  be  detached  from 
the  world  without  any  hostility  to  it.1 

The  criticism  that  if  we  interpret  moksa  as  the  haven  of 
peace,  where  all  life  is  stilled,  consciousness  and  personality 
are  suppressed,  then  we  can  attain  to  it  only  by  ceasing  to 
be  human,  takes  us  beyond  our  present  point  to  the  larger 
question  of  the  relation  of  the  infinite  to  the  finite,  since 
morality  belongs  to  the  system  of  things  finite.  Logically,  it 
is  the  question  of  the  relation  of  intuition  to  intellect,  spiritual 
insight  to  logical  knowledge.  While  the  latter  depends  on 
the  former,  we  do  not  know  how  exactly  the  two  are  related. 
The  empirical  world  depends  on  Brahman,  and  we  cannot  say 
how.  Even  so  the  moral  life  is  related  to  the  spiritual  moksa  ; 

1  Referring  to  Schopenhauer’s  statement  that  “  the  study  of  the  Upanisads 
has  been  the  solace  of  my  life,  it  will  be  the  solace  of  my  death,”  Max  Muller 
says  *  “  Schopenhauer  was  the  last  man  to  write  at  random,  or  to  allow 
himself  to  go  into  ecstasies  over  so-called  mystic  and  inarticulate  thought. 
And  I  am  neither  afraid  nor  ashamed  to  say  that  I  share  his  enthusiasm 
for  the  Vedanta,  and  feel  indebted  to  it  for  much  that  has  been  helpful  to 
me  in  my  passage  through  life.  After  all,  it  is  not  everybody  who  is  called 
upon  to  take  an  active  part  in  life,  whether  in  defending  or  ruling  a  country, 
in  amassing  wealth  or  breaking  stones  ;  and  for  fitting  men  to  lead  con¬ 
templative  and  quiet  lives,  I  know  no  better  preparation  than  the  Vedanta. 
A  man  may  be  a  Platonist  and  yet  a  good  citizen  and  an  honest  Christian, 
and  I  should  say  the  same  of  a  Vedantist  ’  (S.S.,  p.  193)* 
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how,  we  cannot  say.  To  divorce  one  from  the  other,  intuition 
from  intellect,  Brahman  from  the  world,  religious  realisation 
from  moral  life,  is  to  justify  the  criticism  that  for  Samkara 
the  world  is  an  illusion,  our  knowledge  a  lie  and  our  moral 
life  a  mockery.  But  Samkara,  again  and  again,  declares  that 
the  world  has  its  roots  in  Brahman.  We  have  to  pass  through 
the  world  of  phenomena  to  get  beyond  it.  As  the  pathway 
to  the  real  lies  through  the  phenomenal,  the  pathway  to 
perfection  lies  through  moral  life.  Though  the  end  is  some¬ 
thing  in  which  the  ethical  as  such  is  transcended,  it  does  not 
follow  that  the  spiritual  has  no  relation  to  the  ethical.  The 
seeker  is  nowhere  encouraged  to  give  up  the  duties  of  the 
world  or  devotion  to  God.  The  unreality  of  the  moral  situa¬ 
tion  arises  only  when  the  function  of  morality  is  fulfilled. 
The  final  good  is  not  a  beyond,  while  the  moral  struggle  here 
is  a  scene  of  error  and  failure.  It  can  be  realised  here  and 
now.  To  say  that  the  moral  effort  is  relative,  is  to  recognise 
the  element  of  the  ideal  in  it.  The  consideration  that  the 
distinction  of  good  and  evil  is  relative  to  our  finite  level,  does 
not  invalidate  its  observance  in  the  world  of  practice.  The 
unreality  of  the  distinction  has  no  meaning  for  those  who 
fetter  themselves  in  chains  of  selfishness  and  prolong  the 
misery  of  finite  existence.  Samkara  does  not  jettison  law 
altogether,  but  holds  that  the  approach  to  freedom  lies  through 
the  gates  of  law.  Intellect  rests  on  intuition  and  moral  life 
on  spiritual  freedom.  It  is  the  germ  out  of  which  the  flower 
of  perfection  evolves. 


XLII 

Karma 

The  law  of  karma  is  assumed  by  Samkara.  Individuality 
is  due  to  karma,  which  is  a  product  of  avidya.1  The  kind 
of  world  into  which  we  are  born  is  just  the  return  of  the 
works  on  the  doer.*  The  individual  organism  is  the  working 
machinery  3  intended  to  produce  that  requital  in  the  form  of 
actions  and  its  results  of  suffering  and  happiness.  Sometimes 

1  S.B.,  iii.  2.  9.  a  Kriyakarakaphalam. 

3  Karyakara^asarnghata* 
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the  works  of  a  single  existence  have  to  be  atoned  for  in  several 
succeeding  ones.  Even  as  the  atonement  for  the  past  is 
completed,  fresh  karma  accumulates,  “  so  that  the  clockwork 
of  atonement  in  running  down  always  winds  itself  up  again/ ’  1 
Moral  life  is  an  unremitting  active  energising,  which  is  never 
exhausted.  It  takes  endless  forms,  owing  to  the  variety  of 
the  demands  of  the  conditions  of  human  life.  This  process 
goes  on  for  ever,  until  perfect  knowledge  is  gained,  which 
consumes  the  seed  of  karma  and  makes  rebirth  impossible. 
Freedom  from  subjection  to  the  law  of  karma  is  the  end  of 
human  life.  To  get  rid  of  avidya  is  to  be  freed  from  the  law 
of  karma.  But  so  long  as  the  individual  is  finite,  he  is  subject 
to  the  law  of  karma,  i.e.  he  always  strains  after  an  ideal  which 
he  never  reaches.  Morality  is  a  stepping-stone  and  not  a 
stopping-place.  All  acts  done  with  an  expectation  of  reward 
yield  their  fruits  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  karma,  while 
those  done  with  no  selfish  interest,  in  the  spirit  of  dedication  to 
God,  purify  the  mind. 

It  does  not,  however,  follow  that  we  move  like  marionettes 
pulled  by  the  strings  of  our  past  karma.  It  has  already  been 
said  that  the  individual  is  responsible  for  his  acts,  and  God 
is  only  the  assisting  medium,  conserving  the  fruits  of  his 
deeds.2  God  does  not  compel  anyone  to  do  this  or  that. 
Even  those  tendencies  with  which  we  are  bound  can  be  over¬ 
come  by  strength  of  will. 3  Vasistha  asks  Rama  in  Yoga- 
vasistha  “  to  break  the  chain  that  holds  us  in  bondage  by 
free  effort/’  4  The  individual  has  an  impulsive  nature  by 
virtue  of  which  he  has  likes  and  dislikes.  5  Man,  if  guided  by 
the  unformed  nature  with  which  he  is  born,  is  completely  at 
the  mercy  of  his  impulses.  So  long  as  his  activities  are  deter¬ 
mined  by  these,  they  are  not  free.  But  man  is  not  a  mere 
sum-total  of  his  impulses.  There  is  the  infinite  in  him.  The 
self  as  causal  power  lies  outside  the  empirical  series  and 
determines  them.  The  history  of  man  is  not  a  puppet  show. 
It  is  a  creative  evolution. 

*  D.S.V.,  p.  354.  *  S.B.,  ii.  3.  42.  3  S.B.G.,  iii.  3.  4. 

4  See  Jivanmuktiviveka,  ch.  i.  s  S.B.G.,  viii.  18  ;  iii.  33. 
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XLIII 

Moksa 

Moksa  is  a  matter  of  direct  realisation  of  something  which 
is  existent  from  eternity,  though  it  is  hidden  from  our  view. 
When  the  limitations  are  removed,  the  soul  is  liberated.  It 
remains  where  it  is,  what  it  is  and  eternally  was,  the  first 
principle  of  all  things.  It  is  the  peace  that  the  world  can 
never  give,  nor  take  away,  the  supreme  and  only  blessedness. 
“  That  which  is  real  in  the  absolute  sense,  immutable,  eternal, 
all-penetrating  like  akasa,  exempt  from  all  change,  all-satis¬ 
fying,  undivided,  whose  nature  is  to  be  its  own  light,  in  which 
neither  good  nor  evil,  nor  effect,  nor  past  nor  present  nor 
future  has  any  place,  this  incorporeal  is  called  liberation.”  1 
When  avidya  vanishes,  the  true  soul  stands  self -revealed,  even 
as  gold  shines  when  freed  from  the  impurities  which  affected 
it,  or  as  the  stars  shine  in  a  cloudless  night,  when  the  day 
which  overpowers  them  disappears.2  The  enfranchisement  of 
man  from  all  his  self-wrought  bondages,  the  glory  which  is 
utterly  beyond  all  grasp  of  thought,  the  peace  that  is  the  very 
purpose  of  all  our  striving,  lies  nearer  to  us  than  our  nearest 
consciousness.  Samkara  shows  us  not  a  heaven  which  is  apart 
from,  a  different  order  of  experience  from,  earth,  but  the 
heaven  which  is  all  the  time  here,  could  we  but  see  it. 
It  is  not  something  in  an  imagined  future,  a  continuance 
of  existence  in  a  world  to  come  after  the  present  life 
is  ended,  but  a  state  of  identification  with  the  real  here 
and  now. 3 

The  freed  soul  assumes  the  form  of  his  true  self  (svatmany- 
avasthanam).4  Freedom  is  not  the  abolition  of  self,  but  the 
realisation  of  its  infinity  and  absoluteness  by  the  expansion 

1  Idaih  tu  paramarthikam,  kutastham,  nityam,  vyomavat  sarvavyapi, 
sarvavikriyarahitam,  nityatrptam  niravayavam  svayarhjyotissvabhavam, 
yatra  dharmadharmau  sahakaryena  kalatrayam  ca  nopavartate  tad  asariram 
moksakhyam  (S.B.,  i.  i.  4). 

*  S.B.,  i.  3.  19. 

3  Cp.  with  this  Nagarj una’s  view  that  nirvana  is  without  origination 
or  cessation,  neither  one  nor  many,  without  motion  or  absence  of  motion, 
neither  eternal  nor  ceasing,  and  that  it  is  one  with  samsara  ( Madhyamika 
Kdrika,  xxv.  19). 

«  S.B.,  iv.  4.  1-3.  Cp.  Advaitabrahmasiddht  :  Atmany  evavidyanivfttih. 
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and  illumination  of  consciousness.  Citsukhacarya  says  that 

moksa  is  the  realisation  of  all  bliss.1  The  essential  nature  of 

self  as  bliss  is  concealed  by  pain,  bred  by  ignorance  ;  in  the 

absence  of  ignorance,  pain  disappears  and  the  nature  of  the 

self  as  unmixed  bliss  manifests  itself.  The  realising  of  moksa 

.is  not  an  objective  process  by  which  we  try  to  destroy  the 

whole  world.  It  is  not  “  like  annihilating  the  hardness  of 

butter  by  putting  it  on  the  fire.2  Such  a  huge  undertaking  as 

destroying  the  world  is  impossible  for  a  mere  man.  If  the 

significance  of  moksa  be  the  destruction  of  the  plurality  of 

the  world,  then  the  whole  world  would  have  been  destroyed 

when  the  first  man  attained  liberation.  3  The  realisation  of 

the  truth  does  not  mean  the  abolition  of  plurality,  but  only 

the  removal  of  the  sense  of  plurality. 4  It  is  an  insight  which 

changes  the  face  of  the  world  and  “  makes  all  things  new/’ 

This  insight,  this  changed  attitude  to  life  and  its  happenings, 

is  not  so  much  a  condition  of  moksa  as  moksa  itself.  5  The 

•  • 

unending  procession  of  the  world  will  go  on  through  its 
ups  and  downs,  but  the  liberated  man's  attachment  to 
it  is  over. 

The  word  avidya  is  intended  to  bring  out  the  essence  of 
the  position.  On  the  attainment  of  freedom,  nothing  happens 
to  the  world  but  only  our  views  of  it  alter.  Its  fleeting  things, 
which  have  a  bewildering  fascination  for  the  unwary,  no  more 
trouble  the  liberated  The  cause  of  pain  is  simply  the  error 
of  false  knowledge,6  and  with  deliverance  from  error  comes 
liberation  from  pain.  Moksa  is  thus  not  the  dissolution  of 
the  world  but  only  the  disappearance  of  a  false  outlook. 
In  his  anxiety  to  make  out  that  the  freed  soul  has  no 
possibility  of  relapsing  into  the  phenomenal  world,  Samkara 
frequently  suggests  that  freedom  consists  in  an  entire 

1  Anavacchinnanandaprapti.  S.L.S. 

*  S.B.,  iii.  2.  2i.  See  also  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  5.  13. 

3  Ekena  cadimuktena  prthivyadipravilayah  lcrta  itidanim  prthivyadi 
gunyam  jagad  abhavisyat  (S.B.,  iii.  2.  21). 

4  Jnate  dvaitam  na  vidyate. 

5  Cp.  &uddhabrahmasrayavisayam  ekam  eva  jnanam  tannasa  eva  ca 
moksah.  Krsnananda,  the  commentator  on  Siddhantalesa,  writes  :  Caita- 
nyasyajnanasambandho  bandhas  tadasambandho  mokso  na  tn  tannivrttih. 
Padmapada  holds  that  moksa  is  the  absence  of  false  knowledge.  Mithya- 
jnananivrttimatram  moksah. 

6  Mithyabhimanabhramammitta  eva  du^khanubhavah  (S.B.,  ii.  3.  46). 
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dissolution  of  all  empirical  categories  and  subject-object 
distinction.1 

The  criticism  that  the  world  is  pure  illusion  finds  its 
support  in  the  view  that  the  world  of  experience  with  its 
distinctions  of  souls,  things  and  Isvara,  disappears  for  him  who 
recognises  the  oneness  of  Brahman  and  the  Atman.2  There 
are  countless  passages  in  Samkara  which  declare  that,  as  the 
misconception  of  the  snake  disappears  on  the  perception  of 
the  rope,  as  the  dream  creations  vanish  on  awakening,  so  also 
samsara  ceases  to  exist  on  attaining  mukti.  The  form  in 
which  the  world  appears  to  our  limited  insight  changes  on  the 
realisation  of  the  identity  of  the  soul  with  Brahman.  The 
things  we  know  as  the  contents  of  our  environment  in  this 
practical  life  of  ours  are  not  present,  as  such,  in  the  Absolute. 3 
Samkara,  in  different  ways,  emphasises  the  fact  that  the  world 
does  not  exist  for  the  Absolute  in  the  way  in  which  it  exists 
for  us.  Bradley  is  as  certain  as  Samkara  that  the  distinctive 
nature  of  appearances  does  not  survive  in  the  Absolute.  To 
use  his  expression,  the  appearances  are  transmuted  somehow 
in  the  Absolute.  How  all  these  are  resolved  into  reality  is  a 
“  somehow  ”  in  Bradley  and  anirvacaniya  in  Samkara. 
Samkara  would  object  to  Bradley’s  use  of  the  word  “  trans¬ 
mutation.”  Even  the  amount  of  reaction  on  the  imperfect 
which  the  word  suggests,  is  inconsistent  with  the  unchanging 
perfection  of  the  Absolute.  It  is  Samkara’s  excessive  attach¬ 
ment  to  logical  precision  that  leads  him  into  somewhat  mis¬ 
leading  statements,  to  the  effect  that  the  world  is  nought. 
We  are  employing  intellectual  categories  when  we  speak  of 
the  “  transmutation  ”  of  appearances  in  reality  or  the  “  blend¬ 
ing  ”  of  notes  in  an  eternal  harmony.  All  these,  in  the  opinion 
of  Samkara,  attempt  to  introduce  plurality  and  empirical  dis¬ 
tinctions  into  the  heart  of  the  Absolute,  for  which  there  is  no 
metaphysical  warrant.  Reality  is  superior  to  all  relations. 
The  Absolute  remains  something  which  we  cannot  translate 
into  our  terms.  The  relative,  as  the  relative,  has  no  place 

1  Suresvara  says  :  “  When  the  Infinite  Light  is  intuitively  realised,  all 
creatures  from  Brahma  down  to  the  lowest  plant  melt  into  an  illusion  like 
unto  a  dream  ”  ( Manasolldsa ,  i). 

1  Grhlte  tv  atmaikatve  bandhamoksadisarvavyavaharaparisamaptir  eva 
syat  (S.B.,  i.  2.  6). 

3  S.B.,  i.  2.  12  ;  i.  2.  20. 
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in  the  Absolute.  When  that  which  makes  the  Absolute  into 
relative  is  destroyed,  what  remains  is  the  Absolute.  Com¬ 
menting  on  the  Mandukya  TJpanisad ,  Samkara  observes  that 
the  turlya  or  the  fourth  (integral  experience)  is  realised  by 
merging  the  three  others  (waking,  dreaming  and  dreamless 
sleep)  in  it.  The  highest  includes  the  rest,  while  transcending 
them.1  The  phrase  used  “  prapancopa£amam  ”  means  the 
sinking  of  the  world  in  Brahman,  and  not  its  denial.  We 
possess  faculties  capable  of  responding  to  orders  of  truth,  the 
use  of  which  would  change  the  whole  character  of  our  universe. 
When  we  attain  to  the  state  of  turlya,  we  shall  have  reality 
from  another  angle,  lit  by  another  light ;  only  this  angle  and 
this  light  are  absolute.  When  we  apprehend  reality  from  this 
angle,  we  see  that  the  reality  of  the  world  is  the  Brahman 
itself.3  What  we  negate  is  the  illusory  framework,  and  what 
remains  is  the  real  in  itself.  3  Maya  as  concealment  has  no 
power  over  the  liberated  soul.  When  the  certainty  of  the 
oneness  of  Brahman  and  the  Atman  is  reached  by  anubhava, 
the  tie  which  binds  us  to  forms  is  cut,  and  the  forms  cease  to 
be  attractive  on  their  own  account.  They  may  remain  and 
will  remain,  so  long  as  the  senses  are  alive  and  intellect 
operates,  but  there  is  no  need  to  connect  them  with  the 
intuited  Brahman.  When  the  illusion  of  the  mirage  is  dis¬ 
sipated  by  scientific  knowledge,  the  illusory  appearance 
remains,  though  it  no  longer  deceives  us.  We  see  the  same 
appearance,  but  give  a  different  value  to  it.  When  the 
illusoriness  of  the  illusion  is  perceived,  it  ceases  to  be  an 
illusion.  Whether  the  forms  dissolve  themselves  in  the  form¬ 
less  or  show  themselves  to  be  mere  appearances  of  Brahman, 
on  either  view  the  world  is  not  a  mere  illusion. 

Samkara  declares  in  many  passages  that  the  nature  of 
liberation  is  a  state  of  oneness  with  Brahman, 4  and  even  as 
the  latter  is  lifted  above  all  categories  of  experience,  so  the 
state  of  moksa  cannot  be  described  in  terms  of  our  knowledge. 
Since  the  latter  deals  with  distinctions  of  space  and  time, 
cause  and  effect,  persons  and  things,  action  and  suffering,  it 

*  Trayanam  viSvadlnam  purvapurvapravilapanena  turiyasya  pratipattih. 
Pravilaya  suggests  merging,  and  not  nirakarana  or  negation. 

»  S.B.,  i.  3.  1.  3  S.B.,  Mandukya  Up.,  ii.  7. 

4  Brahmaiva  hi  muktyavastha. 
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is  said  that  none  of  these  distinctions  applies  to  the  state  of 
freedom.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  liberated  live  in  a  geo¬ 
graphical  area  called  svarga  or  brahmaloka  ;  nor  can  it  be 
said  that  they  last  for  endless  time.  For,  Samkara  agrees 
with  Aristotle  that  “  endless  duration  makes  good  no  better, 
nor  white  any  whiter.”  1  We  cannot  regard  the  state  of 
moksa  as  one  of  continuous  activity.  It  is  the  highest  experi¬ 
ence  where  all  intellectual  activity  is  transcended  and  even 
self-consciousness  is  obliterated.  The  soul  is  lifted  above  the 
wheel  of  the  world,  the  samsaracakra,  with  its  perpetual 
rhythm  of  growth  and  decay,  birth  and  rebirth,  and  achieves 
that  experience  of  eternity  which  Boethius  defines  as  “  the 
total  and  perfect  possession  of  unlimited  life  at  a  single 
moment.”  2  Freedom  consists  in  attaining  to  the  state  of 
universal  spirit,  sarvatmabhava  (literally  all-self  ness) ,  or 
Brahman,  which  is  lifted  above  all  distinctions  of  the  empirical 
world. 3  The  state  of  moksa  is  “  none  other  than  one’s  own 
inherent  nature  as  Brahman,  and  is  not  an  acquired  state  like 
svarga  (paradise)  It  has  been  taught  in  the  scriptures  (sruti) , 
and  even  stands  to  reason,  that  Brahman  is  of  one  nature, 
and  therefore  liberation  is  of  one  sort,  whether  obtained  by 
Brahma  or  man.  The  salokya  (or  being  in  the  same  world 
as  Brahman)  and  other  specific  kinds  of  liberation  mentioned, 
are  acquired  results,  and  therefore  admit  of  degrees  of  excellence 
according  to  the  quality  of  worship,  but  liberation  (mukti)  is 
not  of  that  nature.”  4  Since  Brahman  is  “  present  every¬ 
where,  within  everything  and  is  the  self  of  everything  .  .  . 
it  is  altogether  impossible  that  it  ever  should  be  the  goal  of 
the  process  of  going.  For  we  do  not  go  to  what  is  already 
reached  ;  experience  tells  us  that  a  person  goes  to  something 
different  from  him.”  5  The  worshippers  of  personal  God  may 
have  to  go  to  Brahmaloka,  but  not  those  who  have  attained 
moksa.6 

Moksa  is  described  negatively  as  the  state  of  freedom  where 
there  is  neither  day  nor  night,  where  the  stream  of  time  has 

1  Nichomachean  Ethics,  i.  6. 

*  Quoted  in  Evelyn  Underhill’s  Jacopone  de  Todi,  p.  245. 

3  Sa  sarvatmabhavah  sarvasaihsaradharmatitabrahniasvarupatvam  ev<& 
(S.B.,  Tait.  Up.,  ii.  1). 

4  S.B.,  iii.  4.  52.  S  S.B.,  iv.  3.  14.  See  also  iii.  3.  31, 

6  S.B.,  iv.  3.  7-8, i 
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stopped,  where  the  sun  and  the  stars  are  swept  away  from 
the  sky.  The  distinctions  of  knowledge  have  no  force  in  it.1 
It  is  like  the  heaven  of  the  Christians,  an  inheritance  incor¬ 
ruptible,  undefiled,  that  fadeth  not  away.  But  it  does  not 
follow  that  it  is  a  state  of  utter  blankness.  The  freed  soul 
does  not  see  another,  but  sees  himself  in  all.2  Even  as  Brahman 
seems  from  our  empirical  point  of  view  a  mere  nothing,  so 
the  state  of  moksa  seems  to  be  a  dead  loss,  a  fading  into 
forgetfulness,  a  putting  out  the  light  and  melting  away  into 
non-existence,  of  the  type  suggested  by  George  Eliot  in  The 
Legend  of  Jubal : — 

Quitting  mortality,  a  quenched  sun-wave. 

The  All-creating  Presence  for  his  grave. 

As  Samkara  protests  that  Brahman  seems  non-existent  only 
to  the  feeble-minded,  so  he  argues  that,  from  our  empirical 
point  of  view,  this  becoming  one  with  the  great  All  seems  to 
be  a  sinking  into  death  and  not  rising  into  life,  but,  strictly 
speaking,  it  is  not  that.  There  are  even  passages  which  make 
out  that  on  the  attainment  of  moksa  there  is  consciousness. 
Taking  one  such,  Samkara  argues  that  individual  conscious¬ 
ness  (visesavijnana)  disappears  in  it  and  not  all  consciousness. 
The  pure  substance  of  Atman  (vijhanaghanatma)  remains.  3 
Similarly,  he  holds  that  only  limiting  adjuncts  are  destroyed 
in  moksa,  and  not  the  Atman  itself. 4  Moksa  is  not  vanishing 
into  a  waste.  To  us,  from  our  limited  view-point,  the  soul 
with  its  outlook  confined  to  the  body,  the  senses,  the  mind 
and  the  understanding,  is  the  real ;  and  the  liberated  soul 
which  has  realised  its  oneness  with  the  universal  self,  has 
conquered  time,  and  reached  life  eternal,  seems  to  be  unreal. 
We  demand  an  immortal  life  in  the  sense  of  continued  per¬ 
sonal  existence.  Samkara  grants  it  to  the  soul  whose  outlook 
does  not  go  beyond  the  body,  the  senses  and  the  mind.  Only 
he  regards  such  a  soul  as  a  mere  particular,  a  phenomenon 

1  Darsanadivyahaharabhava  (S.B.,  i.  3.  9). 

*  Muktasyapi  sarvaikatvat  samano  dvitiyabhavah  (S.B.,  Chan.  Up., 
viii.  12.  3). 

3  S.B.,  i.  4.  22.  He  also  quotes  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  3.  30,  in  S.B.,  i.  3.  19,  and 
comments  thus  :  “  Visesavijnanavinasabhiprayam  eva,  na  vijnatrvinasa- 

bhiprayam.” 

♦  Upadhipralayam  evayarh  natmapralayam  (ii.  1.  14). 
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among  phenomena  that  arise  and  pass  away.  But  when 
everything  that  characterises  the  finite  as  finite  vanishes, 
when  the  body  which  is  the  symbol  of  finitude  is  shaken  off, 
i.e.  when  the  finite  is  raised  to  the  infinite  level,  we  reach  the 
true  state  of  blessedness  even  here  and  now.  What  is  posi¬ 
tively  its  content  it  is  difficult  to  describe.  Of  it,  it  is  true, 
that  eye  hath  not  seen  nor  ear  heard,  neither  hath  it  entered 
the  heart  of  man,  to  conceive  the  glory  that  shall  be  revealed. 
Yet,  if  moksa  is  to  have  any  significance  for  us,  we  must  clothe 
the  idea  of  immortality  in  the  language  of  time  and  call  it 
sarvatmabhava,  all-selfness.1 

Similarly  there  are  passages  where  Samkara  declares  that 
the  true  nature  of  the  individual  is  that  of  the  highest  lord, 
“  The  self  of  the  highest  Lord  is  the  real  nature  of  the 
embodied  soul ;  and  the  state  of  embodiment  is  due  to  the 
limiting  adjuncts.”  2  “  Even  as  the  imagined  serpent  becomes 

a  rope  after  the  removal  of  avidya,  so  the  apparent  individual 
soul  which  is  stained  by  agency  and  experience,  love  and  hate 
and  other  imperfections,  and  is  subject  to  much  that  is  evil, 
is  transformed  through  wisdom  to  the  sinless  essence  of  the 
highest  God,  opposed  to  all  these  imperfections.”  3  Appaya 
DIksita  quotes  this  passage  and  remarks  that  Samkara  evi¬ 
dently  supports  the  view  of  moksa  as  oneness  with  Isvara  4 
which  he  himself  adopts. 5 

The  freed  soul  is  said  to  be  indistinguishable  (avibhaga)  from  the 
highest. 

This  indistinguishableness  is  interpreted  in  various  ways.  Jaimini  6 

*  Sarvatmabhavo  moksa  uktah  (S.B.,  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  4.  6). 

*  ParameSvaram  eva  hi  sarirasya  paramarthikam  svarupam,  upadhikrtam 
tu  sarlratvam  (iii.  4.  8).  Again  :  Evam  mithyajnanakrta  eva  jivapara- 
mesvarayor  bhedo  na  vastukrto  vyomavad  asamgatvavisesat  (S.B.,  i.  3.  19). 
See  also  S.B.,  La.  Up.,  14. 

3  Yad  avidyapratyupasthapitam  aparamarthikam  jaivam  rupam  kartrtva- 
bhoktrtvaragadvesadidosakalusitam  anekanarthayogi  tadvilayanena,  tadvi- 
paritam,  apahatapapmatvadigunakam  paramesvaram  svarupam  vidyaya 
pratipadyate,  sarpadivilayaneneva  rajjvadin  (S.B.,  i.  3.  19).  See  Kalpataru 
and  Parimala  on  it. 

4  Bhasyakaro  ’py  atispasfam  muktasya  sagunesvarabhavapattim  aha. 

5  See  Siddhdntalesa,  iv.  It  is  suggested  that,  according  to  the  anekajl- 
vavada,  mukti  is  oneness  with  Isvara  until  all  are  liberated,  when  it  becomes 
identity  with  Brahman.  See  Siddhdntalesa,  iv,  and  Krsnananda’s  Vyakhya 
on  it. 

6  S.B.,  iv.  4.  5.  See  also  Chan.  Up.,  viii.  1.6;  viii.  7.  1. 
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regards  the  released  soul  as  possessing  the  many  qualities  of  freedom 
from  sin,  truthfulness  of  conception  down  to  omniscience  and  omnipo¬ 
tence.  Audulomi  takes  exception  to  this  view,  and  holds  that  the 
freed  soul  has  only  the  one  positive  quality  of  spiritual  energy 
(caitanyam)  and  the  negative  one  of  freedom  from  sin.1  The  other 
qualities  which  Jaimini  attributes  to  the  freed  soul  are  due  to  the 
limitations  (upadhis).  Badarayana  sees  no  contradiction  between  the 
two  views.2  Samkara  agrees  with  Badarayana.  Audulomi  gives  us 
the  metaphysical  truth  which  refuses  to  be  squeezed  into  the  empirical 
categories,  but  if  we  insist  on  an  empirical  description,  Jaimini's  view 
will  have  to  be  accepted.  So  Jaimini  and  Audulomi  give  the  intellec¬ 
tual  and  the  intuitional  accounts  of  the  one  state  of  freedom. 
Badarayana,  after  stating  the  almost  infinite  power  and  knowledge 
which  will  come  to  the  liberated  soul  after  the  attainment  of  release, 
makes  the  observation  that,  nevertheless,  none  will  get  the  power  of 
creating,  ruling  and  destroying  the  universe,  since  that  belongs  to  God 
alone. 3  This  is  consistent  with  the  view  of  Madhva,  who  admits  that 
it  is  impossible  for  the  subordinate  souls  to  acquire  the  infinite  power 
and  independence  of  God.  Ramanuja,  with  his  view  of  internal 
differences  in  Brahman,  and  eternal  differences  between  the  liberated 
soul  and  God,  has  no  difficulty.  Samkara  finds  the  view  inconsistent 
with  the  repeated  declarations  of  the  Upanisads  that  the  liberated 
attains  extreme  “  sameness  with  the  pure  One  ”  ;  “  He  becomes  the 
creator  of  the  world,”  and  yet  Badarayana  says  that  he  cannot  rule 
the  world.  Samkara  explains  that  in  the  state  of  ultimate  release 
there  is  neither  subject  nor  object,  neither  self  nor  world,  and  so  the 
question  of  rule  and  creation  does  not  arise  ;  but  so  long  as  we  are  at 
the  stage  of  l&vara  and  the  souls  and  the  world,  moksain  the  absolute 
sense  is  not  attained,  and  so,  in  that  state,  it  is  true  that  the  liberated 
soul  has  all  the  qualities  of  Bvara,  except  the  power  of  creation,  etc. 4 
According  to  Samkara,  he  who  has  spiritual  insight  obtains  oneness 
with  Brahman,  though  the  state  can  be  described  by  us  only  as  same¬ 
ness  with  God.  Those,  however,  who  do  not  possess  spiritual  insight, 
but  are  worshippers  of  the  personal  I§vara,  are  not  completely  rid  of 
avidya,  and  so  obtain  all  powers  in  the  brahmaloka  excepting  those  of 
creatorship  and  rulership  of  the  world.  They  retain  their  individuality 
independent  of  l£vara,  though  they  are  filled  with  the  spirit  of  God. 

Is  the  state  of  moksa,  or  release  from  samsara,  consistent 
with  work  for  the  world  ?  Samkara  is  inclined  to  answer  this 
question  in  the  negative,  since  all  activity,  with  which  we  are 
familiar,  presupposes  a  sense  of  duality,  and  is  not  consistent 

*  S.B.,  iv.  4.  6.  See  also  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  5.  13. 

*  S.B.,  iv.  4.  7.  3  V.S.,  iv.  4.  17. 

4  The  apparent  contradiction  between  Badarayana  and  the  Upanisads, 
as  also  between  some  sayings  of  Badarayana  (iv.  2.  13  and  16,  and  iv.  4. 
17  and  21)  is  thus  resolved  by  Samkara. 

21* 
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with  the  realisation  of  the  truth  of  non-duality.  Still,  so  far 
as  jivanmuktas  are  concerned,  activity  is  allowed.  It  follows 
that  activity,  as  such,  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  truth  of 
non-dualism.  The  liberated,  even  while  alive,  are  lifted 
above  the  sense  of  egoity,  and  so  above  the  sway  of  the  law 
of  karma,  and  they  act,  filled  with  the  vision  of  the  most  high. 
There  is  not  an  essential  antagonism  between  action  and 
freedom. 

In  this  connection  the  question  of  the  possibility  of  a 
return  of  the  liberated  to  earth  in  a  new  existence  is  discussed.1 
Sages  like  Apantaratamas  and  others,  though  possessed  of  the 
highest  wisdom,  it  is  said,  returned  to  bodily  existence. 
Samkara  says  that  they  do  so  in  fulfilment  of  a  mission 
(adhikara)  for  the  good  of  the  world.  When  their  mission 
is  completed,  their  individual  existence  terminates,  and  there 
is  no  possibility  of  their  return.  It  is,  however,  clear  that, 
even  after  gaining  insight  into  reality,  we  may  take  an  interest 
in  the  world,  though  our  return  to  it  is  of  the  nature  of  a 
visit  and  not  habitation.  Samkara,  however,  insists  that  the 
state  of  liberation  is  opposed  to  that  of  samsara  ;  and  since 
activity  is  a  general  characteristic  of  the  latter,  it  is  not 
present  in  the  former. 

In  later  Advaita,  different  views  of  moksa  make  themselves  felt.* 
Those  who  hold  to  the  theory  of  one  jiva  declare  that  moksa  is 
absorption  in  Brahman  and  abolition  of  the  phenomenal  world, 
including  God  and  man. 3  Those  who  accept  the  theory  of  the  plurality 
of  jivas  trace  the  phenomenal  world  to  the  avidya  of  each  soul.  Though 
this  world  subsides  on  the  cessation  of  avidya,  it  continues  to  exist 
in  the  eye  of  the  other  unreleased  souls.  On  the  theory  that  God  and 
the  individuals  are  both  reflections  of  Brahman,  moksa  means  the 
breaking  up  of  all  reflecting  mirrors  and  absorption  into  the  original 
itself.  It  is  also  held  that,  while  pure  spirit  underlies  both  Lvara  and 
jiva,  the  latter  is  a  kind  of  reflection  of  Lvara.  On  this  view,  libera¬ 
tion  is  not  oneness  with  Brahman  but  oneness  with  Lvara,  so  long 
as  there  are  unliberated  jivas.  When  a  single  face  is  reflected  in 
many  mirrors,  the  removal  of  any  one  mirror  causes  the  absorption 
so  far  of  its  reflection  into  the  original ;  but  the  face  will  not  get  rid 
of  its  character  as  the  original  until  all  the  mirrors  are  shattered. 
Accordingly,  so  long  as  there  are  unreleased  souls,  release  means  one- 


x  S.B.,  iii.  3.  32.  *  Siddhanlaleha,  iv. 

3  Ekajlvavade  tadekajnanakalpitasya  jiveSvaravibhagadikrtsnabheda- 
prapancasya  tadvidyodaye  vilayan  nirvisesacaitanyarupenaivavasthanam. 
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ness  with  ISvara ;  but  when  all  souls  are  released,  l£vara  loses  his 
character  as  the  bimba,  or  the  original,  and  sinks  back  into  Brahman, 
thus  securing  for  all  released  souls  oneness  with  Brahman.  But,  since 
according  to  the  orthodox  Advaita,  there  is  no  end  of  samsara,  release 
means  oneness  with  l&vara. 

An  interesting  question  about  the  nature  of  saving  knowledge  is 
raised.  So  long  as  there  is  knowledge,  moksa  is  not  reached,  but 
until  we  obtain  knowledge  of  Brahman,  there  can  be  no  moksa.  Is 
not  this  latter  knowledge,  as  knowledge,  inconsistent  with  ultimate 
fruition  ?  It  is  admitted  that  there  is  no  knowledge  in  the  ultimate* 
state,  and  the  abolition  of  the  highest  knowledge  itself  is  brought  out 
by  a  number  of  similes.  As  the  powder  of  kataka  fruit  thrown  into 
impure  water  carries  down  all  its  impurities  and  itself  sinks  to  the 
bottom,  as  a  drop  of  water  thrown  on  a  red-hot  iron  ball  takes  away 
a  part  of  its  heat  and  itself  disappears,  as  fire  after  burning  a  heap 
of  grass  is  extinguished  of  itself,  so  knowledge  of  Brahman  destroys 
our  ignorance  and  is  itself  destroyed.1 

Samkara  admits  the  possibility  of  gradual  liberation  (kra- 
mamukti).  Commenting  on  a  passage  of  the  Prasna  Upanisad, 
regarding  the  meditation  of  Aum,  he  says  that  such  meditation 
leads  to  brahmaloka,  where  we  gradually  attain  perfect  know¬ 
ledge.3  In  another  place,  he  argues  that  the  worship  of  a 
personal  Isvara  has  for  its  aim  purification  from  sin  (durita- 
ksaya),  attainment  of  lordship  (aisvaryaprapti) ,  or  gradual 
liberation  (kramamukti).3  In  brahmaloka  the  soul  retains  its 
separate  personality.  For  Samkara,  as  for  all  the  mystics, 
the  notion  of  a  paradise  where  the  soul  is  intent  upon  God 
and  God  alone,  falls  short  of  the  ideal.  It  may  be  that  the 
soul  sees  God  face  to  face  and  is  flooded  with  his  presence, 
but  there  is  still  the  distinction  between  the  soul  and  its 
object.  The  soul  is  not  the  object  of  its  vision,  and  its  finite 
and  created  character  withstands  its  becoming  the  object. 

That  life  eternal  is  not  a  state  of  existence  to  follow  upon 
physical  death  is  clear  from  Samkara’s  account  of  jlvanmukti. 
When  insight  dawns  even  here  on  earth,  liberation  is  accom¬ 
plished.  The  persistence  of  the  body  until  death  does  not 
deceive.  As  the  potter’s  wheel  continues  for  a  time  to  revolve 
even  after  the  vessel  has  been  completed,  so  also  life  continues 
after  liberation,  since  it  contains  no  cause  to  check  the  impetus 
already  gained.!  Samkara  also  gives  the  analogy  of  the  man 

1  See  Siddhantalesa,  iii.  *  S.B.,  i.  3.  13. 

3  S.B.,  iii.  2.  21.  4  S.B.,  iv.  1.  15. 
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who  sees  the  moon  double,  on  account  of  some  defect  in  the 
eye,  and  cannot  prevent  himself  from  so  doing  even  though 
he  knows  that  there  is  really  one  moon.1  All  activities  are 
understood  by  the  released  soul  to  take  place  in  Brahman.* 


XLIV 

Future  Life 

Only  the  knower  of  truth  attains  eternal  life  as  distinct 
from  survival,  which  is  the  lot  of  every  other  soul.  3  Until 
eternal  life  is  gained,  our  lives  are  bound  up  with  samsara,  or 
the  weary  wheel  of  endless  becoming.  Samsara  is  the  expres¬ 
sion  of  the  time  process,  and  the  jivas  are  guaranteed  future 
existence  in  this  endless  circuit,  until  they  rise  from  time  to 
eternal  life  by  means  of  spiritual  insight.  The  presence  of  the 
eternal  shows  itself  in  time  as  endless  continuance.  In  the 
well-known  words  of  Plato’s  Timceus,  “Time  is  the  moving 
image  of  eternity.”  No  new  arguments  are  advanced  by 
Samkara  to  prove  the  truth  of  future  life.  It  is  assumed  that, 
when  the  physical  body  is  annihilated,  there  is  left  behind  a 
seed  which  brings  forth  a  new  organism  according  to  its  kind. 
Samkara  repudiates  the  materialist  view  that  the  individual 
soul  is  just  the  body,  and  with  the  dissolution  of  the  latter, 
the  soul  perishes. 4  The  soul  is  independent  of  the  body,  and 

*  S.B.,  iv.  i.  15. 

*  Different  views  are  put  forward  in  later  Advaita,  such  as  :  (1)  in  the 
state  of  liberation  during  life  primitive  avidya  relaxes  a  little  its  power  of 
projection,  (2)  the  impression  of  avidya  survives  its  abolition  for  a  little 
while,  (3)  the  primitive  avidya  exists  lifeless  like  a  burnt  piece  of  cloth, 
and  (4)  the  world,  including  the  body,  etc.,  ceases  to  exist  for  him.  See 
Siddhantaleka,  iv. 

3  S.B.,  Brh.  Up.,  i.  1.  1.  Sarvajnatmamuni  does  not  accept  mukti  while 
on  earth,  though  almost  all  other  Advaitins  support  the  conception  of 
jivanmukti. 

4  If  from  the  fact  that  the  qualities  of  the  self  persist  as  long  as  the 
body  does,  it  is  inferred  that  they  are  qualities  of  the  body,  it  may  be  argued 
that  they  are  not  the  qualities  of  the  body,  since  they  do  not  persist  after 
death,  even  though  the  body  does.  We  cannot  say  that,  since  perception 
in  the  dark  requires  a  lamp  for  its  existence,  therefore  it  is  a  quality  of  the 
lamp.  The  body,  like  the  lamp,  is  only  a  means.  Moreover,  the  co-operation 
of  the  body  is  not  always  necessary,  since  we  perceive  many  things  even 
when  the  body  is  still  in  sleep.  There  is  a  difference  between  qualities  of 
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its  identity  makes  possible  recollection  etc.1  Though  our 
bodies  may  be  shattered  to  dust,  still  there  is  something  in 
us  which  survives  ;  and  it  is  this  which  determines  our  future 
life.  The  knowledge  we  have  gained,  the  character  we  have 
formed  will  pursue  us  into  other  lives.2  The  moral  and  the 
pious  rise,  while  the  immoral  and  impious  sink  in  the  scale. 
The  nature  of  the  future  life  depends  on  the  moral  quality 
of  the  past  life.  Birth  and  death  merely  refer  to  the 
union  of  the  individual  soul  with  body  and  separation 
from  it. 3 

Even  the  Vedic  gods,  according  to  Samkara,  are  not 
immortal,  for  “  the  immortality  of  the  gods  means  only 
existence  for  a  long  time,  just  as  their  lordship  is  not  self- 
dependent  but  is  the  gift  of  Isvara.”  4 

Samkara  sketches  in  detail  the  departure  of  the  soul  after  death. 
In  the  Rg-Veda  the  souls  of  the  good  pass  after  death  into  Yama’s 
heaven  of  light,  where  they  lead  a  blissful  life  in  the  company  of  the 
Fathers  (pitarah),5  and  the  wicked  who  are  shut  out  from  it  pass  into 
the  lower  darkness.6  In  the  Upanisads  we  read  that  the  wise  are 
carried  higher  and  higher  on  the  path  of  the  gods  (devaySna),  onwards 
into  Brahman,  whence  there  is  no  return.  The  doers  of  works  go 
upwards  by  the  path  of  the  Fathers  (pitryana)  into  the  luminous 
region  of  the  moon,  enjoying  there  the  fruit  of  their  works,  and  then 
descend  into  a  new  birth  determined  by  the  character  of  the  past  life. 
Those  who  adhere  neither  to  wisdom  nor  to  works  are  assigned  to 
a  third  place,  and  are  born  as  lower  animals  and  plants,  which  do  not 
taste  the  bliss  of  the  moon. 7  Samkara  recognises  these  three  as 
different  stages  in  the  wheel  of  samsara,  while  moksa  is  something  by 
itself,  different  from  all  of  them.  While  the  path  of  the  Fathers  leads 
back  to  an  earthly  existence,  that  of  the  gods  leads  to  brahmaloka, 
from  which  there  is  no  return.  In  the  account  of  the  Chandogya 


the  body  like  shape,  etc.,  which  are  perceived  by  all,  and  those  of  the  self, 
which  are  not  so  perceived.  While  it  is  true  that  from  the  existence  of 
the  body  the  presence  of  conscious  qualities  can  be  proved,  nothing  can 
be  said  about  consciousness  from  the  non-existence  of  the  body.  It  may 
enter  into  another  body  and  persist.  If  consciousness  is  a  quality  of  the 
physical  elements  and  their  products,  the  latter  cannot  be  objects  of  con¬ 
sciousness.  Since  the  existence  of  the  elements  and  their  products  is  inferred 
from  the  fact  that  they  are  perceived,  we  must  conclude  that  perception  is 
different  from  them. 

i  S.B.,  iii.  3.  54. 

1  S.B.,  iii.  4.  11,  and  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  4.  2.  See  also  S.B.,  iii.  1.  5-6. 

3  S.B.,  ii  3.  16-17.  4  S.B.,  i.  2.  17. 

5  x.  14.  10.  6  x.  152.  4.  7  Brh.,  vi.  2  ;  Katha  Up. 
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Upanisad,1  there  are  only  two  paths,  devayana  and  pitryana,  and  all 
those  who  are  devoid  of  wisdom,  good  as  well  as  bad,  are  destined  to 
the  latter.  Samkara  adopts  the  theory  of  double  retribution  in  the 
beyond  and  in  the  new  existence,  so  as  to  reconcile  the  Vedic  and  the 
Upanisadic  views.2  There  was  some  attempt  to  distinguish  between 
Vedic  ritual,  as  entitling  to  a  reward  in  the  beyond,  and  moral  life 
to  an  experience  on  earth. 3  Those  who  follow  customary  morality, 
perform  sacrifices,  etc.,  without  any  true  knowledge,  follow  the  way 
of  the  Fathers  through  the  smoky  regions  to  the  moon,  and,  after 
enjoying  there  some  fruit  of  their  karma,  return  to  a  new  existence 
in  the  world  ;  while  others  who  worship  the  personal  God  and  perform 
acts  with  knowledge,  are  led  along  the  way  of  the  gods  higher  and 
higher  through  the  sun  to  the  brahmaloka.4  The  worshipper  of  the 
personal  God  partakes  of  his  powers  and  lordship,  though  “  his  dark¬ 
ness  is  not  yet  driven  away/’  and  his  avidya  is  not  yet  destroyed. 
Those  who  worship  lower  gods  also  receive  their  recompense,  though 
it  does  not  put  them  on  the  way  to  the  highest  moksa.5  Those  who 
lead  immoral  lives  have  a  fall  downwards,6  but  none  of  these  is  expelled 
from  God’s  embrace  and  cast  out  into  the  desolate  nothingness. 7 

At  death  the  senses  are  absorbed  in  the  manas,  which  merges  into 
the  vital  spirit  (mukhyaprana),  which  in  its  turn  is  absorbed  by  the 
moral  vehicle  of  the  soul  in  the  subtle  body.  The  soul,  which  has 
for  its  limiting  adjuncts  avidya,  karma  and  previous  experience  with 
its  suksma&arira,  leaves  the  body.8  This  subtle  body  is  called  subtle 
because  it  is  said  to  depart  through  the  veins.  It  has  extension 
(tanutvam),  renders  possible  locomotion  (samcara)  and  transparency 
(svacchatva),  by  which  it  meets  with  no  obstacle  in  its  way  and  is  not 
seen  by  any.  9  This  subtle  body  is  not  dissolved  until  liberation. 
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It  is  generally  said  that  Sarhkara’s  Advaita,  though  a 
masterpiece  of  intellect,  cannot  inspire  religious  piety.  His 


1  v.  3.  10.  See  S.B.,  iii.  1.  12-21. 
3  S.B.,  iii.  1.  9-1 1. 


*  S.B.,  iii.  1.  8. 

4  S.B.,  iv.  3.  1-6. 


5  S.B.,  iv.  1.  4  ;  iv.  3.  15-16. 

6  S.B.  on  Chan.  Up.,  Introduction.  See  also  iii.  1.  1-7,  18. 

7  An  interesting  question  is  raised  about  the  condition  of  those  who 
have  entered  into  the  brahmaloka  through  the  path  of  the  gods.  Badari 
holds  that  they  have  no  bodies,  while  Jaimini  maintains  that  they  have  ; 
and  Badarayana  reconciles  the  two  by  declaring  that  those  possessed  of 
lordship  can  subsist  at  pleasure  either  in  bodily  or  bodiless  form  (S.B.,  iv. 


ii.  2.  1-5. 


9  iv.  2.  9-n. 
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Absolute  cannot  kindle  passionate  love  and  adoration  in  the 
soul.  We  cannot  worship  the  Absolute  whom  no  one  hath 
seen  or  can  see,  who  dweileth  in  the  light  that  no  man  can 
approach  unto.  The  formless  (nirakaram)  Absolute  is  con¬ 
ceived  as  formed  (akaravat)  for  the  purposes  of  worship. 
Worship  of  God  is  not  a  deliberate  alliance  with  falsehood, 
since  God  is  the  form  in  which  alone  the  Absolute  can  be 
pictured  by  the  finite  mind.  The  highest  reality  appears  to 
the  individual,  who  has  not  felt  its  oneness  with  his  own 
nature,  as  possessing  a  number  of  perfections.1  The  con¬ 
ception  of  a  personal  God  is  the  fusion  of  the  highest  logical 
truth  with  the  deepest  religious  conviction.  This  personal 
God  is  an  object  of  genuine  worship  and  reverence,  and  not 
a  non-ethical  deity  indifferent  to  man’s  needs  and  fears.  He 
is  regarded  as  creator,  governor  and  judge  of  the  universe, 
possessing  the  qualities  of  power  and  justice,  righteousness 
and  mercy,  omnipresence,  omnipotence  and  omniscience. 
Holiness  of  character  and  moral  beauty  are  prominent  aspects 
of  Samkara’s  God.  He  is  set  over  against  the  human  soul, 
who  stands  to  him  in  the  relation  of  a  beloved  to  a  lover,  a 
servant  to  a  master,  a  son  to  a  father,  and  a  friend  to  a  friend. 
The  severity  of  metaphysical  abstraction  relaxes  when  Samkara 
dwells  on  the  variety  of  the  divine  qualities  by  which  the 
eternal  draws  to  himself  the  spirits  of  the  children  he  has  made. 
Religion  for  Sarhkara  is  not  doctrine  or  ceremony,  but  life  and 
experience.  It  starts  with  the  soul’s  sense  of  the  infinite  and 
ends  with  its  becoming  the  infinite.  Saksatkara,  or  intuition 
of  reality,  is  the  end  of  religion.  True  bhakti  is  seeking  after 
one’s  own  real  nature.2  There  are  many  vidyas,  or  forms  of 
contemplation  advocated  in  the  Upanisads,3  and  each  indi¬ 
vidual  has  to  select  one  of  those,  suited  to  his  temper.  4  There 
is  unity  with  regard  to  the  object,  though  there  is  variety  in 
the  mode  of  approach.  Religious  worship  is  broadly  of  two 
kinds,  that  of  a  personal  God,  as  Saguna  Brahma,  and  that  of 
symbols  (pratika).S  When  the  worshipper  looks  upon  God  as 
external  to  him,  his  worship  is  symbolic. 

1  S.B.,  iii.  3.  12. 

*  Svasvarupanusamdhanam  bhaktir  ity  abhidhlyate  ( Vivekacudamani , 
P-  30- 

3  iii.  3.  5.  4  S.B.,  iii.  3.  59.  5  S.B.,  iv.  1.  3. 
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The  relation  existing  between  the  person  worshipping  and 
the  object  worshipped  implies  a  difference  between  the  two.1 
The  highest  worship  takes  us  to  brahmaloka,  where  the  dis¬ 
tinction  between  the  individual  and  the  Supreme  still  survives. 
Only  gradually  is  mukti  attained  from  that  condition.  Religion, 
in  the  popular  sense,  is  something  to  be  transcended.  It  is 
an  imperfect  experience,  which  exists  only  so  long  as  we  fail 
to  rise  to  the  true  apprehension  of  reality.  It  is  destined  to 
be  absorbed  ;  for  “  when  that  which  is  perfect  is  come,  then 
that  which  is  in  part  shall  be  done  away.”  Samkara  quotes 
passages  from  the  highest  religious  seers  declaring  the  identity 
of  the  soul  and  Atman  :  “  verily  I  am  thou,  O  holy  Godhead, 
and  Thou  art  I.”  2  Every  philosophy  of  religion  should  offer 
some  explanation  of  such  declarations  as  “  I  am  Brahman  ” 
(aham  brahmasmi),  “That  art  Thou ”  (tat  tvam  asi),  in  which 
the  difference  between  the  creature  and  the  creator  is  trans¬ 
cended.  Samkara  accounts  for  these  by  declaring  that 
religious  consciousness  with  its  distinctions  comes  to  an  end 
when  the  goal  of  it  is  reached.  A  “  Personal  God  ”  has 
meaning  only  for  the  practical  religious  consciousness  and  not 
for  the  highest  insight. 3  To  the  finite  individual  blinded  by 
the  veils,  the  Absolute  seems  to  be  determinate  and  exclusive 
of  himself.  Bondage  and  redemption  possess  a  meaning  for 
the  finite  individual,  whose  consciousness  is  fettered  and 
repressed  by  his  lower  nature.  If  a  personal  God  exclusive 
of  the  individual  were  the  highest,  then  mystic  experiences 
would  become  unintelligible,  and  we  should  have  to  remain 
content  with  a  finite  God.  God  is  no  God  if  he  is  not  the 
All ;  if  he  be  the  All,  then  religious  experience  is  not  the 
highest. 4  If  God’s  nature  is  perfect,  it  cannot  be  so,  so  long 
as  man's  imperfect  nature  stands  over  against  it ;  if  it  is  not 

1  Upasyopasakabhavo  'pi  bhedadhisthana  eva  (S.B.,  i.  2.  4). 

8  Tvam  va  aham  asmi  bhagavo  devate,  aham  vai  tvam  asi  bhagavo 
devate  (S.B.,  iv.  1.  3). 

3  Cp.  Bradley  :  "  For  me  the  Absolute  is  not  God.  God  for  me  has  no 
meaning  outside  the  religious  consciousness,  and  that  essentially  is  practical. 
The  Absolute  for  me  cannot  be  God,  because  in  the  end  the  Absolute  is 
related  to  nothing,  and  there  cannot  be  a  practical  relation  between  it  and 
the  finite  will.  When  you  begin  to  worship  the  Absolute  or  the  universe, 
and  make  it  the  object  of  religion,  you  in  that  moment  have  transformed 
it**  ( Truth  and  Reality,  p.  428). 

4  See  Bradley  :  Truth  and  Reality,  pp.  436  ff. 
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perfect,  then  it  is  not  the  nature  of  God.  There  is  thus  a 
fundamental  contradiction  in  religious  experience,  clearly 
indicating  that  it  belongs  to  the  province  of  avidya. 

The  acceptance  of  the  karmakanda  requires  the  recognition 
of  the  Vedic  deities.  They  are  regarded  by  Samkara,  who 
subscribes  to  the  traditional  view,  as  personifications  of  natural 
forces,  and  not  simply  natural  elements.  “  The  names  of  the 
gods  like  Aditya  and  so  forth,  even  if  they  refer  to  light,  etc., 
compel  us,  according  to  the  scriptures,  to  assume  spiritual 
beings  corresponding  (to  the  elements)  and  gifted  with  ruling 
power  (aisvarya)  ;  for  they  are  used  in  the  hymns  and  the 
Brahmanas.”  1  These  deities  act  as  presiding  agents  (adhis- 
thatr)  of  different  life  functions.2  Agni  is  said  to  aid  speech, 
Yayu  breath,  and  Aditya  eye.  The  deities  are  not  affected 
by  the  experiences  of  the  individual  soul.  3  At  death,  the 
deities  do  not  wander  with  the  life  organs,  but  simply  withdraw 
their  assisting  power.  The  Supreme  creates  gods,  men  and 
beasts  according  to  their  merit  and  demerit.  The  immortality 
of  the  gods  is,  however,  a  relative  (apeksikam)  one,  the  deities 
are  involved  in  sarhsara  and  are  subject  to  transitoriness. 4 
They  are  in  need  of  saving  knowledge  and  are  dependent  on 
the  supreme  Lord.  We  have  cases  in  the  scriptures  of  gods 
learning  brahmavidya.  The  objection,  that,  if  these  deities 
are  individuals,  they  are  subject  to  birth  and  death,  and  this 
fact  will  affect  the  eternal  character  of  the  Vedas,  is  set  aside 
on  the  ground  that  the  words  of  the  Veda  do  not  refer  to 
individuals  but  to  general  notions.  The  word  “  Indra  ” 
means  not  an  individual,  but  a  certain  rank  (sthanavisesa)  in 
the  hierarchy  of  beings.  Whoever  occupies  the  position  bears 
the  name.  To  the  objection  that  their  individuality  is  neither 
real,  since  the  gods  are  not  seen  at  sacrifices,  nor  possible,  since 
an  individual  cannot  be  at  many  places  at  the  same  time,  as 
he  should  be  for  receiving  sacrificial  offerings,  Samkara  replies 
that  the  gods  are  not  seen  because  they  have  the  power  to 
make  themselves  invisible,  and  they  can  multiply  their  bodies 
a  thousandfold  even  as  the  yogins  do. 

While  Samkara’s  spiritual  faith  needs  no  shrines  and 

1  See  D.S.V.,  pp.  65-66.  2  Ait.  Up.,  i.  2.  4. 

3  Which  alone  is  bhoktf,  while  the  deities  are  bhogopakaranabhuta. 

4  S.B.,  i.  3.  28. 


652 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


ritual,  still,  he  had  a  sufficient  sense  of  the  historic  to  recom¬ 
mend  them  to  those  who  were  in  want  of  them.1  Unlike 
many  other  interpreters  of  the  Vedanta,  Samkara  adopts  the 
philosophical,  as  distinct  from  the  theological  attitude  in 
matters  of  religion.  A  theologian  generally  takes  his  stand 
on  a  particular  denominational  basis.  &s  a  member  of  a 
particular  religious  community,  he  sets  himself  to  systematise, 
expand  and  defend  the  doctrines  of  his  school.  He  accepts 
his  creed  as  the  truth  with  which  his  religion  stands  or  falls. 
The  philosopher,  on  the  other  hand,  in  so  far  as  he  is  a  phil¬ 
osopher,  does  not  confine  himself  to  any  one  religion,  but  takes 
religion  as  such  for  his  province,  without  assuming  that  the 
religion  in  which  he  is  bom  or  which  he  accepts  is  the  only 
true  religion.  In  Samkara  we  find  one  of  the  greatest 
expounders  of  the  comprehensive  and  tolerant  character  of 
the  Hindu  religion,  which  is  ever  ready  to  assimilate  alien 
faiths.  This  attitude  of  toleration  was  neither  a  survival  of 
superstition  nor  a  means  of  compromise,  but  an  essential  part 
of  his  practical  philosophy.  He  recognised  the  limitations  of 
all  formulas  and  refused  to  compress  the  Almighty  within  them. 
No  reasonable  man  can  think  that  his  sect  has  weighed 
and  measured  God  and  set  forth  the  result  of  the  process  in 
its  own  infallible  creed.  Every  creed  is  an  adventure  of  faith, 
an  approach  to  experience.  It  is  the  instrument  which  leads 
to  the  vital  religious  experience  ;  and  if  the  reality  of  religious 
experience  acquires  a  meaning  for  the  individual  who  sincerely 
seeks  after  God  in  this  or  that  particular  form,  it  is  impertinent 
for  us  to  ask  him  to  change  his  creed.  Samkara  was  not  so 
fanatical  as  to  question  the  religious  experiences  of  those  who 
claim  to  have  direct  contact  with  God  through  their  respective 
tributes  of  faith  and  love.  If  men  of  radically  different  con¬ 
victions  are  able  to  secure  the  same  results  of  moral  quickening, 
peace  of  mind  and  rapport  with  the  central  spiritual  reality, 
he  allowed  them  to  have  their  own  views.  As  one  of  the 
greatest  religious  geniuses  of  the  world  observed,  “  By  their 
fruits  ”  and  not  by  their  beliefs  “  ye  shall  know  them.”  It 
does  not  matter  by  what  names  we  worship  God,  so  long  as 

*  It  is  said  that  £amkara  on  his  death-bed  prayed  for  forgiveness  for 
having  frequented  temples,  since  by  so  doing  he  had  seemed  to  deny  the 
omnipresence  of  God. 
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we  are  filled  with  the  spirit  of  God  and  fervour  for  service. 
The  One  reality  is  spoken  of  in  various  ways,  according  to 
the  diversity  of  the  human  mind  (matibhedat).1  When  we 
seek  to  express  that  which  lies  beyond  phenomena,  we  invent 
symbols  bodying  forth  our  needs  as  best  we  may.  Samkara’s 
freedom  from  religious  illusions  and  his  deep-rooted  humanism 
led  him  to  take  note  of  men’s  dreams,  which  seem  to  be  the 
only  things  of  value  in  the  world  of  maya.  He  refused  to 
turn  propagandist  or  lower  his  philosophical  standards  in  order 
to  widen  his  religious  appeal.  Hinduism,  as  Samkara  under¬ 
stood  it,  allowed  room  within  its  pale  for  all  the  different 
types  of  thought  and  temperament.  He  is  called  the  Sanma- 
tasthapanacarya,  or  the  teacher  who  established  the  six  creeds.2 3 
In  matters  of  religion  it  is  easy  to  take  the  high-flying  idealistic 
line,  ignoring  all  the  facts  of  the  earth,  as  it  is  equally  easy  to 
take  the  crudely  realistic  line  which  repudiates  all  ideals ;  but 
it  is  difficult  to  combine  a  clear-eyed  realism  with  a  steadfast 
loyalty  to  the  ideal,  and  this  is  what  Samkara  attempted.  It 
is  a  unique  phenomenon  for  a  religious  teacher  to  justify  six 
different  religious  systems,  a  phenomenon  possible  only  in 
Hindu  India.  As  Vidyaranya  says,  men  have  identified  God 
with  all  sorts  of  objects,  from  the  immanent  spirit  to  stocks 
or  trees.  3  While  the  followers  of  Vaisnavism,  Saivism  and 
Saktaism,  etc.,  were  quarrelling  one  with  another,  Samkara 
lifted  these  popular  faiths  from  out  of  the  dust  of  mere  polemics 
into  the  lucid  atmosphere  of  eternal  truth.  He  gave  a  common 
basis  to  the  prevalent  forms  and  related  them  all  to  the  central 
co-ordinating  idea.  He  emphasised  the  religion  of  truth  rooted 
in  spiritual  inwardness.  The  truth  intended  by  all  religions 
is  the  Atman  ;  and,  until  we  recognise  the  oneness  of  our  self 
with  the  reality  that  transcends  all  these  imperfect  charac¬ 
terisations,  we  shall  revolve  in  the  circle  of  samsara.  From 
his  philosophical  point  of  view  he  declares  that,  though  the 
Absolute  is  visualised  in  many  ways,  the  underlying  reality 
is  the  same.  There  are  no  degrees  of  reality,  though  there  are 

1  Haristuti,  p.  18. 

*  The  Saiva,  the  Vaisnava,  the  Saura,  the  £akta,  the  Ganapatya,  and  the 
KapaJi  creeds. 

3  Antaryaminam  arabhya  stlia  varan  te£avadina£t  ( Pancadasl ,  vi.  121). 
See  also  vi.  206-209. 
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degrees  of  truth,  i.e.  our  ways  of  comprehending  the  real. 
He  did  not  jump  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  no  God  at  all, 
for  if  there  were,  men  would  not  differ  in  their  ideas  of  him. 
The  differences  are  due  to  men’s  limitations.  ^  Thus  he  was 
singularly  free  from  both  scepticism  and  fanaticism.  He 
showed  his  sincerity  of  conviction  by  composing  hymns  to 
the  different  deities,  hymns  which  are  hardly  surpassed  for 
their  moving  power.  This  does  not,  however,  mean  that  he 
justified  all  forms  of  superstition  and  idolatry.  He  repudiated 
vehemently  some  pernicious  practices  which  became  associated 
with  religion.  By  the  inculcation  of  his  Advaita  doctrine,  he 
helped  men  to  interpret  God  in  terms  of  spiritual  value.  He 
had  faith  in  the  power  of  the  mind  to  grasp  the  truth,  if  we 
persist  in  acting  up  to  our  best  lights.  His  attitude  to  the  exist¬ 
ing  religions  was  both  sympathetic  and  critical.  Samkara  aims 
at  interpreting  Hinduism  to  the  new  age  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  conserve,  and  even  assert  more  clearly  than  hitherto,  its 
distinctive  message.  Within  this  larger  intention  we  may 
possibly  discern  the  idea  of  unifying  the  people  of  the  country. 
But  he  did  not  seek  to  bring  about  this  unity  by  insisting  on 
strict  outward  organisation  or  inward  beliefs.  He  tried  to 
bring  it  about  by  a  wider  comprehension.  By  laying  stress 
on  the  personal  character  of  religious  experience,  he  broadened 
and  spiritualised  Hinduism.  In  reinterpreting  Hindu  thought, 

1  S.B.,  i.  i.  20.  There  is  a  passage  in  Baron  von  Hiigel's  latest  work 
which  represents  ^arhkara  s  attitude  in  the  matter.  “  It  seems  clear  that 
the  apparently  endless  variations  which  exist  simultaneously  between 
one  entire  religion  and  another  entire  religion,  and  even  between  single 
mind  and  single  mind,  or  which  show  successively  in  one  and  the  same 
religion,  and  even  in  one  and  the  same  mind,  indeed  that  the  crude  childish¬ 
ness  of  much  that  most  individuals  and  most  religions  think  and  represent 
their  experience  and  its  object  to  be,  do  not,  of  themselves,  condemn  the 
position  that  a  great  trans-sub jective  superhuman  Reality  is  being  thus 
variously  and  ever  inadequately,  yet  none  the  less  actually,  apprehended 
by  such  groups  or  persons.  The  Reality  extant  and  acting  upon  and  within 
the  world  distinct  from  the  human  mind,  and  upon  and  within  those  human 
minds  and  spirits  themselves,  can  indeed  be  taken  as  the  determining 
occasion,  object  and  cause  of  man’s  long  search  for  and  continuous  refinding 
of  God  ;  of  the  gradual  growth  in  depth  and  in  delicacy  of  man’s  religious 
apprehensions  ;  of  man  finding  his  full  rest  and  abiding  base  in  the  religious 
experience  and  certainty  alone  ;  and  of  man  simultaneously  becoming  ever 
more  conscious  both  of  the  need  of  the  best  and  of  the  inadequacy  of  all 
human  categories  and  definitions  to  express  this  really  experienced  Reality  " 
'Philosophy  of  Religion,  pp.  44-45). 


THE  ADVAXTA  VEDANTA  OF  SAMICARA  655 

he  sometimes  found  a  place  for  those  elements  in  it  which 
are  apparently  inconsistent  with  his  own  views. 

After  the  tumult  and  storm  of  the  polemical  period  came 
the  Advaita  of  Sarnkara,  with  its  elemental  calm  and  per¬ 
suasiveness  of  rational  conviction.  It  does  not  dictate  or 
dogmatise,  and  its  stately  and  mature  affirmations  carry  the 
weight  of  sincere  endeavour  and  ripe  reflection.  It  grounds 
religious  reality  in  the  centre  of  man’s  consciousness,  from 
which  it  cannot  be  dislodged.  The  sole  spiritual  vocation  of 
man  consists  in  the  discovery  of  reality,  and  not  what  serves 
our  temporal  ends.  This  discovery  demands  a  complete 
abandonment  of  the  egocentric  and  the  anthropocentric  points 
of  view,  in  an  absolute  surrender  of  man’s  vain  and  inordinate 
pride  in  his  own  importance.  We  must  relinquish  all  attempts 
to  envisage  God  in  terms  of  our  limited  knowledge  and  experi¬ 
ence.  God  exists  for  himself,  first  and  foremost,  and  not  for 
us  merely.  Our  logic  and  our  ethics  make  God  an  instrument 
for  the  advancement  of  our  ends.  Such  an  instrumental  view 
of  God,  formulated  by  the  weak  mind  of  man  to  advance  his 
petty  plans,  may  do  honour  to  man,  but  it  is  not  a  compli¬ 
ment  to  God.  Sarnkara  would  in  a  manner  endorse  Spinoza’s 
dictum  that  he  who  truly  loves  God  cannot  wish  that  God 
should  love  him  in  return. 

If  Samkara’s  Advaita  seems  to  us  to  be  abstract,  it  is 
because  we  are  content  to  dwell  on  a  level  lower  than  the 
highest  that  is  possible  for  us.  Samkara’s  repugnance  to 
anthropomorphism  makes  his  religion  appear  a  little  cold. 
But  if  we  deny  will  and  knowledge  to  the  absolute  spirit,  it 
is  not  so  much  a  limitation  of  the  Absolute  as  a  consequence 
of  its  perfection.  Religious  feeling  is  by  no  means  lacking  in 
Sarnkara.  It  finds  frequent  expression  in  his  writings  in  a 
manner  which  is  often  affecting  and  sometimes  rises  to  fervour. 
But  our  popular  religious  views  are  not  exempted  from  his 
dialectical  criticism,  and  our  views  of  God  are  shown  to  be  as 
unstable  and  fugitive  as  we  ourselves. 

When  all  is  said,  we  find  that  Samkara  has  combined  a 
penetrating  intellectual  vision  into  things  divine  with  a  spirit 
of  mystic  contemplation.  With  Samkara  for  our  witness,  it 
is  impossible  to  say  that  a  vigorous  play  of  the  intellect  is  an 
impediment  to  mystical  contemplation.  He  also  shows  that 
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freedom  from  external  occupations  is  not  a  necessary  char¬ 
acteristic  of  contemplative  lives.  He  reconciles  the  personal 
or  mystical,  the  institutional  or  authoritarian,  the  intellectual 
or  philosophical  elements  of  religion  with  one  another. 


XL  VI 

Conclusion 

The  Upanisads  speak  with  the  double  voice  of  philosophy 
and  religion.  They  represent  the  highest  reality  as  Absolute 
and  God,  Brahman  and  Paramesvara.  They  speak  of  salva¬ 
tion  as  becoming  one  with  Brahman  as  well  as  dwelling  in  the 
city  of  God.  Negative  descriptions  of  Brahman  as  well  as 
positive  characterisations,  which  are  to  be  met  with  in  the 
Upanisads,  are  also  found  in  every  great  religious  literature. 
The  mystics,  Jewish,  Christian  and  Muslim,  bring  to  us  reports 
of  the  one  darkness  which  is  beyond  what  the  tongue  can 
tell ;  others  relate  to  us  the  fullness  of  God.  While  the 
thinkers  and  mystics  emphasise  the  illimitable  character  of 
God,  the  religious  devotees  look  upon  God  as  friend,  helper 
and  saviour.  Every  philosophy  of  religion  has  to  take  into 
account  this  dual  nature  of  all  religious  experience  and  justify 
it.  The  problem  which  Samkara  set  to  himself,  though  it 
arises  from  the  limited  context  of  the  religious  experience  as 
recorded  in  the  Upanisads,  has  a  universal  interest,  and  the 
solution  at  which  he  has  arrived  seems  a  satisfying  one,  if 
all  the  elements  are  to  preserve  their  equipoise.  It  is  essen¬ 
tially  a  philosophical  solution,  since  Samkara  lifts  us,  through 
the  power  of  thought  which  alone  can  reconcile  and  ennoble 
the  different  sides  of  life,  into  the  ideal  of  joy  and  peace.  It 
is  true  that  he  admits  that  thought  cannot  solve  all  the- 
problems,  but  stands  in  need  of  an  intuitive  grasp  of  reality.. 
While  Samkara  willingly  bows  before  the  mysteries  of  life,  he 
does  not  hanker  after  mystery  for  its  own  sake.  At  the 
centre  of  Samkara’s  system  is  the  eternal  mystery  of  creation, 
a  mystery  in  which  every  movement  of  life  and  every  atom 
of  the  world  is  implicated. 

If  instead  of  regarding  the  world  as  something  for  the  rise 
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of  which  we  cannot  offer  an  adequate  explanation,  we  at  the 
same  time,  following  the  lead  of  some  later  Advaitins,  dismiss 
it  as  a  cosmic  illusion  which  has  somehow  arisen  to  afflict  us, 
deluded  mortals  of  an  evil  dream,  then  the  system  becomes 
unsatisfactory.  But  such  a  view  is  hardly  fair  to  Sarhkara. 

Samkara’s  system  is  unmatched  for  its  metaphysical  depth 
and  logical  power.  Thought  follows  thought  naturally,  until 
Advaitism  is  seen  to  complete  and  crown  the  edifice.  It  is 
a  great  example  of  monistic  idealism  which  it  is  difficult  to 
meet  with  an  absolutely  conclusive  metaphysical  refutation. 
Samkara  holds  up  a  vision  of  life  acceptable  in  the  highest 
moments  of  poetry  and  religion,  when  we  are  inclined  to 
sympathise  with  his  preference  for  intuition  to  the  light  of 
the  understanding.  So  long  as  he  remains  on  this  high  ground, 
he  is  unanswerable.  But  a  lingering  doubt  oppresses  the  large 
majority  of  mankind,  who  very  rarely  get  into  these  exalted 
heights.  They  feel  that  it  is  unjust  to  leave  in  such  high 
disdain  the  world  in  which  they  live,  move  and  have  their 
being,  and  relegate  it  to  ajnana  or  darkness,  offering  merely 
as  a  solace  that  all  disagreeable  appearances  will  quickly 
vanish  in  the  eternal  light.  For  them  the  all-transforming 
sunlight  of  the  heights  is  spurious,  and  they  declare  that 
Samkara’s  system  is  one  of  mystical  indifference  to  fact. 
That  human  suffering  will  be  healed,  that  the  whole  world 
will  vanish  like  a  pitiful  mirage,  that  all  our  trouble  is  of  our 
own  making,  and  that  in  the  world’s  finale  all  people  will  find 
that  absolute  oneness  which  will  suffice  for  all  hearts,  compose 
all  resentments  and  atone  for  all  crimes,  seem  to  many  to  be 
pious  assumptions.  The  entranced  self-absorption  which  arms 
itself  with  sanctity,  involves  a  cruel  indifference  to  practical 
life  hardly  acceptable  to  average  intelligence.  Samkara  knows 
all  this,  and  so  gives  us  a  logical  theism  which  does  not  slight 
the  intellect,  does  not  scorn  the  wisdom  of  ages,  and  is  at  the 
jame  time  the  highest  intellectual  account  of  the  truth.1  What 

1  Cp.  Plato  :  “  If  then,  amid  the  many  opinions  about  the  gods  and 
the  generation  of  the  universe,  we  are  not  able  in  every  respect  to  render 
all  our  ideas  consistent  with  each  other  and  precisely  accurate,  no  one  need 
be  surprised.  Enough  if  we  are  able  to  give  an  account  which  is  no  less 
likely  than  another ;  for  we  must  remember  that  I  who  speak,  and  you  who 
judge  of  what  I  say,  are  mortal  men,  so  that  on  these  subjects  we  should  be 
satisfied  with  a  likely  story  and  demand  nothing  more  ”  (Timcsus,  p,  27,  E.). 
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is  the  relation  between  the  absolutism  of  intuition  and  the 
empirical  theism  of  logic,  Samkara  does  not  tell  us  ;  for,  as 
Goethe  wisely  observed,  “  man  is  born  not  to  solve  the  problem 
of  the  universe,  but  to  find  out  where  the  problem  begins,  and 
then  to  restrain  himself  within  the  limits  of  the  comprehen¬ 
sible.’ ’  Samkara  recognises  that  there  is  a  region  which  we 
cannot  penetrate,  and  a  wise  agnosticism  is  the  only  rational 
attitude.  The  greatness  of  Samkara’s  achievement  rests  on 
the  peculiar  intensity  and  splendour  of  thought  with  which 
the  search  for  reality  is  conducted,  on  the  high  idealism  of 
spirit  grappling  with  the  difficult  problems  of  life,  regardless  of 
theological  consequences,  and  on  the  vision  of  a  consummation 
which  places  a  divine  glory  on  human  life. 

Supreme  as  a  philosopher  and  a  dialectician,  great  as  a 
man  of  calm  judgment  and  wide  toleration,  Samkara  taught 
us  to  love  truth,  respect  reason  and  realise  the  purpose  of  life. 
Twelve  centuries  have  passed,  and  yet  his  influence  is  visible. 
He  destroyed  many  an  old  dogma,  not  by  violently  attacking 
it,  but  by  quietly  suggesting  something  more  reasonable, 
which  was  at  the  same  time  more  spiritual  too.  He  put  into 
general  circulation  a  vast  body  of  important  knowledge  and 
formative  ideas  which,  though  contained  in  the  Upanisads, 
were  forgotten  by  the  people,  and  thus  recreated  for  us  the 
distant  past.  He  was  not  a  dreaming  idealist,  but  a  practical 
visionary,  a  philosopher,  and  at  the  same  time  a  man  of 
action,  what  we  may  call  a  social  idealist  on  the  grand  scale. 
Even  those  who  do  not  agree  with  his  general  attitude  to  life 
will  not  be  reluctant  to  allow  him  a  place  among  the  immortals. 
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THE  THEISM  OF  RAMANUJA 
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I 

Introduction 

Philosophy  has  its  roots  in  man’s  practical  needs.  If  a 
system  of  thought  cannot  justify  fundamental  human  instincts 
and  interpret  the  deeper  spirit  of  religion,  it  cannot  meet 
with  general  acceptance.  The  speculations  of  philosophers, 
which  do  not  comfort  us  in  our  stress  and  suffering,  are  mere 
intellectual  diversion  and  not  serious  thinking.  The  Absolute 
of  Samkara,  rigid,  motionless,  and  totally  lacking  in  initiative 
or  influence,  cannot  call  forth  our  worship.  Like  the  Taj 
Mahal,  which  is  unconscious  of  the  admiration  it  arouses, 
the  Absolute  remains  indifferent  to  the  fear  and  love  of  its 
worshippers,  and  for  all  those  who  regard  the  goal  of  religion 
as  the  goal  of  philosophy — to  know  God  is  to  know  the  real — 
Samkara’s  view  seems  to  be  a  finished  example  of  learned 
error.  They  feel  that  it  is  as  unsatisfactory  to  natural 
instincts  as  to  trained  intelligence.  The  world  is  said  to  be 
an  appearance  and  God  a  bloodless  Absolute  dark  with  the 
excess  of  light.  The  obvious  fact  of  experience  that,  when 
weak  and  erring  human  beings  call  from  the  depths,  the 
helping  hand  of  grace  is  stretched  out  from  the  unknown, 
is  ignored.  Samkara  does  not  deal  justly  with  the  living 
sense  of  companionship  which  the  devotees  have  in  their 
difficult  lives.  He  declares  that  to  save  oneself  is  to  lose 
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oneself  in  the  sea  of  the  unknown.  Personal  values  are 
subordinated  to  impersonal  ones,  but  the  theist  protests  that 
truth,  beauty  and  goodness  have  no  reality  as  self-existent 
abstractions.  An  experience  that  is  not  owned  by  a  subject 
is  a  contradiction  in  terms.  Truth,  beauty  and  perfection 
speak  to  us  of  a  primal  mind  in  whose  experience  they  are 
eternally  realised.  God  himself  is  the  highest  reality  as  well 
as  supreme  value.  Moreover,  the  innermost  being  of  God  is 
not  solely  the  realisation  of  eternal  truth  or  the  enjoyment 
of  perfect  beauty,  but  is  perfect  love  which  expends  itself 
for  others.  The  value  of  the  finite  world  to  the  Spirit  of  the 
universe  lies  in  the  spirits  to  whom  he  has  given  the  capacity 
to  make  themselves  in  his  own  image.  The  spirits  themselves 
possess  a  value  in  the  sight  of  God,  and  not  merely  their 
degrees  of  intelligence  or  virtue,  abstractly  considered,  which 
they  happen  to  realise.  It  follows  that  they  are  not  made 
simply  to  be  broken  up  and  cast  aside. 

Ramanuja  concentrates  his  attention  on  the  relation  of 
the  world  to  God,  and  argues  that  God  is  indeed  real  and 
independent ;  but  the  souls  of  the  world  are  real  also,  though 
their  reality  is  utterly  dependent  on  that  of  God.  He  believes 
in  a  spiritual  principle  at  the  basis  of  the  world,  which  is  not 
treated  as  an  illusion.  He  insists  on  the  continued  individual 
existence  of  the  released  souls.  Though  the  world  of  matter 
and  the  individual  souls  have  a  real  existence  of  their  own, 
still  neither  of  them  is  essentially  the  same  as  Brahman. 
For,  while  Brahman  is  eternally  free  from  all  imperfection, 
matter  is  unconscious,  and  the  individual  souls  are  subject  to 
ignorance  and  suffering.  Yet  they  all  form  a  unity,  since 
matter  and  souls  have  existence  only  as  the  body  of  Brahman, 
i.e.  they  can  exist  and  be  what  they  are  simply  because 
Brahman  is  their  soul  and  controlling  power.1  Apart  from 
Brahman,  they  are  nothing.  The  individual  soul  and  inani¬ 
mate  nature  are  essentially  different  from  him,  though  they 
have  no  existence  or  purpose  to  serve  apart  from  him  or  his 

*  “  Everything  in  this  world,  whether  individual  souls  or  material  things, 
form  the  body  of  the  supreme  soul,  and  therefore  the  above  can  be  said  to 
possess  a  body  unconditionally  (nirupadhikasarlra-atma) .  For  this  very 
reason  competent  persons  call  the  body  of  teachings  (sastra),  having  Brahman 
for  its  subject-matter  ‘  6ariraka.’  ” 


THE  THEISM  OF  RAMANUJA 


661 


service.  So  Ramanuja’s  theory  is  an  advaita  or  non-dualism, 
though  with  a  qualification  (visesa),  viz.  that  it  admits  plurality, 
since  the  supreme  spirit  subsists  in  a  plurality  of  forms  as 
souls  and  matter.  It  is  therefore  called  V isist advaita  or 
qualified  non-dualism. 

In  ethics  also  there  was  a  protest  against  the  intellectualism 
favoured  by  the  followers  of  Sarhkara  and  the  ritualism  of 
the  Mlmarhsakas.  Even  as  early  as  the  age  of  the  Rg-Veda 
we  found  that  gods  were  sometimes  entreated  by  prayer  and 
at  others  compelled  by  ritual.  The  sacrificial  cult  had  always 
to  contend  with  the  devotional  worship  of  the  Supreme  through 
symbols,  originally  in  groves  and  later  in  temples.  In  the 
sacrificial  religion  of  the  Vedas,  the  priest  who  officiates  is 
more  important  than  the  deity.  But  the  dative  case  offers 
no  solace  to  the  aching  heart.  Kumarila,  moreover,  the 
Brahmin  architect  who  tried  to  build  a  stable  society  out  of 
the  chaotic  conditions  left  by  the  disintegration  of  Buddhism, 
sought  to  strengthen  the  Brahmanical  cult  by  laying  the 
foundations  of  caste  solid  and  strong  in  a  system  wherein 
only  the  three  upper  classes  were  allowed  to  perform  sacrifices, 
while  the  people  at  large  were  left  to  their  own  devotional 
cults.  Hence  the  reaction  against  the  Mlmarhsakas  led  to 
the  development  of  the  theistic  religions  of  Vaisnavism, 
Saivism  and  Saktaism,  which  laid  little  stress  on  considera¬ 
tions  of  caste,  race  or  social  status.  Theism  has  implicit  in 
it  the  social  hope.  As  children  of  the  common  father  or 
mother,  we  are  all  on  the  same  footing.  All  men,  high  or  low, 
are  equally  precious  to  the  parental  heart. 

Though  Sarhkara  did  not  mean  by  jnana  theoretical 
learning,  there  was  a  tendency  among  some  of  his  disciples 
to  make  religion  more  an  affair  of  the  head  than  of  the  heart 
or  will.1  They  shut  out  from  eternal  life  the  soul  that  is 
wrong,  as  well  as  the  soul  that  is  wicked.  The  mechanical 
repetition  of  the  formula  “  I  am  Brahman  ”  is  a  sorry  sub¬ 
stitute  for  intelligent  devotion.  Hence  the  emphasis  on 
bhakti  by  the  theistic  systems,  including  the  four  Vaisnava 
schools.2  Despite  doctrinal  differences,  these  are  all  agreed 

1  Cp.  Vakyarthajnanamatrad  amrtam  iti  ( Tattvamuktakalapa ,  ii.  45). 

1  £rlsampradaya  of  Ramanuja,  Brahmasafhpradaya  of  Madhva,  Rudra- 
sampradaya  of  Visnusvamin,  and  Sanakadisampradaya  of  Nimbarka. 
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in  rejecting  the  conception  of  maya,  in  regarding  God  as 
personal,  and  the  soul  as  possessed  of  inalienable  individuality, 
finding  its  true  being  not  in  an  absorption  in  the  Supreme 
but  in  fellowship  with  him. 


II 

The  Agamas 

As  the  native  inhabitants  of  India  came  more  and  more 
completely  under  the  Aryan  influence,  there  was  a  great 
extension  of  the  Hindu  religion.  The  higher  Dravidian  and 
the  lower  aboriginal  peoples  both  helped  to  modify  the  old 
Vedic  sacrificial  cult  in  favour  of  temple  worship  and  public 
festivals.  As  new  tribes  were  assimilated,  new  sects  were 
formed,  each  with  its  own  marks  (tilaka),  its  mode  of  initiation 
(diksa),  its  teacher  (guru),  its  watchwords  (mantras)  and  its 
scriptures  (sastras).  Very  early  in  its  career  Hinduism 
developed  the  important  cults  of  Vaisnavism,  Saivism  and 
Saktaism,  with  their  distinctive  scriptures,  the  Pancardtra 
Samhita,  the  Saiva  Agama  and  the  T antra. 

The  Agamas  are  generally  divided  into  four  parts,  called  jnana  or 
knowledge,  yoga  or  concentration,  kriya  or  the  acts  relating  to  the 
founding  of  temples  and  the  installing  of  idols,  and  carya  or  the  method 
of  worship.1  It  is  clear  that  the  Agamas  deal  with  religions  which 
believe  in  image  worship,  since  they  lay  down  elaborate  rules  about 
the  construction  and  the  consecration  of  temples.  The  Saktas  were 
practically  one  with  the  Saivas,  except  that  they  clung  to  certain 
primitive  practices  and  worshipped  Sakti,  the  consort  of  Siva.  The 
conception  of  God  with  wife  and  children  is  one  of  primitive  thought, 
which  is  necessarily  anthropomorphic.  The  Samkhya  theory  of 
purusa  and  prakrti  offered  a  philosophical  justification  for  Sakti, 
the  principle  of  life  and  expression.  As  Siva  is  unknowable,  un¬ 
approachable  and  entirely  inactive,  Sakti,  who  is  one  with  him,  ever 
active,  became  the  source  of  divine  grace. 

From  the  Tamil  works  of  Naladiyar,  Silappathikaram,  Manime- 
ghalai  and  Rural,  it  is  obvious  that  the  Buddhist  and  the  Jaina 
religions  had  considerable  influence  in  South  India  in  the  early  cen¬ 
turies  of  the  Christian  era.  According  to  Silappathikaram  (first  century 
a.d.),  there  were  Visnu  temples,  Buddhist  Viharas  and  Jaina  places 
of  worship,  in  the  city  of  Kaveripatnam.  ASoka  sent  his  missionaries 


1  Padma  Samhita,  i.  2.  6  ;  ii.  1.  3  ;  iii.  1.6;  iv.  1.  1. 
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in  the  third  century  b.c.,  and  about  the  same  time  Bhadrabahu, 
according  to  the  tradition,  led  a  migration  of  the  Jains  to  the  South 
with  the  Maurya  King  Candragupta.  But  Buddhism  and  Jainism 
could  not  satisfy  the  Dravi^ian  temperament,  which  longed  for  a  God 
who  could  receive  and  reward  passionate  devotion.  The  monotheistic 
cults  of  Vaisnavism  and  Saivism  developed,  and  the  saints  of  the  two 
schools  were  much  influenced  by  the  respective  Agamas. 


Ill 

The  Puranas 

The  Pur  anas  are  the  religious  poetry  of  the  period  of 
the  schools,  representing  through  myth  and  story,  symbol 
and  parable,  the  traditional  view  of  God  and  man,  cosmogony 
and  social  order.  They  were  composed  with  the  purpose  of 
undermining,  if  possible,  the  heretical  doctrines  of  the  times. 
They  are  eclectic  in  their  character,  mixing  up  philosophical 
doctrines  with  popular  beliefs.  Vyasa  is  reputed  to  be  the 
author  of  the  Puranas.1 *  They  regard  themselves  as  con¬ 
tinuing  the  tradition  of  the  Vedas.3  The  Puranas, 3  though 
they  refer  to  philosophical  doctrines,  do  not  aim  at  systematic 
development.  Their  main  object  is  to  convey  the  lessons  of 
ancient  thinkers,  especially  those  of  the  Vedanta  and  the 
Samkhya.  Their  name  indicates  that  they  are  intended  to 
preserve  ancient  (purana)  traditions.  They  are  all  theistic  in 

1  Some  of  them  trace  their  authorship  to  Vi§£u.  See  Padma  P.,  i.  62.  18. 

*  Vdyu  P.,  i.  11.  194,  202. 

3  The  principal  Puranas  are  eighteen  in  number.  Visnu,  Bhagavata 
(£rlmad  Bhagavata  more  than  the  Devi  Bhagavata),  Naradlya,  Garuda, 
Padma,  Varaha  are  Vaisnava  in  character,  while  &iva,  Linga,  Skanda,  Agni 
(or  Vayu  according  to  other  accounts),  Matsya,  Kurma  are  £aiva  in  their 
emphasis.  The  others,  Brahma  (or  Saura),  Brahmanda,  Brahmavaivarta 
(which  extols  Kf§^a),  Markandeya,  Bhavisya  and  Vamana  deal  with  Brahma. 
They  are  also  called  respectively  Sattvika,  Tamasa  and  Rajasa.  See 
Matsya  P.,  52.  These  are  the  Mahapuranas,  while  there  are  other  secondary 
ones  called  Upapuranas.  J£ach  Purana  is  said  to  deal  with  sarga,  pratisarga, 
vam£a,  manvantara  and  vamsanucarita.  The  Puranas  are  later  than  the 
epics,  and  the  earliest  of  them  existed  before  the  Christian  era,  though  they 
were  altered  a  good  deal  subsequently.  They  “  must  have  existed  at  least 
as  early  as  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century  b.c.,  and  this  lower  limit  would 
be  shifted  150  to  200  years  earlier  if  a  prior  date  is  given  to  Apastamba." 
(Pargiter  :  Ancient  Indian  Historical  Tradition,  p.  51).  Chan.  Up.,  iii.  4.  1  ; 
6at.  Brah.,  xi.  5.  6.  8  ;  Arthasdstra,  i.  5,  among  others,  refer  to  the  Puranas. 


664 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


character,  and  recognise  the  distinctions  of  matter,  soul  and 
God.  The  conception  of  trimurti  comes  into  prominence, 
though  each  Pur  ana  is  interested  in  emphasising  the  supremacy 
of  one  particular  aspect,  Visnu  or  Siva.  In  a  Purana,  which 
insists  on  the  supremacy  of  Visnu,  Siva  and  Brahma  worship 
Visnu,  and  even  declare  that  those  who  adore  Visnu  are  dear 
to  themselves.1  Siva  says  to  Pracetas,  according  to  the 
Bhdgavata  Purana  :  “  Dear  to  me  is  he  who  has  resigned 
himself  to  Visnu.”  2  God  is  the  sole  source,  support  and 
termination  of  the  world. 3  The  Puranas  give  to  the  highest 
deity,  whatever  it  be  called,  all  conceivable  perfections. 
“  Who  can  describe  him  who  is  not  to  be  apprehended  by 
the  sense,  who  is  the  best  of  all  things,  the  supreme  soul,  the 
self-existent,  who  is  devoid  of  all  the  distinguishing  charac¬ 
teristics  of  complexion,  caste  or  the  like,  who  is  exempt  from 
birth,  vicissitude,  death,  decay  or  increase,  who  is  always 
and  alone,  who  exists  everywhere  and  in  whom  all  things 
here  exist,  and  who  is  therefore  named  Vasudeva  ?  ”  4  The 
Sarhkhya  account  of  prakrti  and  its  development  is  accepted, 
with  the  reservation  that  prakrti  works  in  obedience  to  the 
will  of  the  supreme  spirit.  Prakrti  is  sometimes  deified  as 
the  loving  consort  of  the  Father  God.  At  the  beginning  of 
the  third  chapter  in  Visnu  Purana ,  Maitreya  asks  Parasara 
“  how  creative  agency  (sargadikartrtvam)  can  be  attributed 
to  the  pure  Brahman,”  and  the  answer  is  given  that  the 
whole  world  is  in  him,  even  as  heat  is  in  fire. 5  The  Puranas 
admit  the  reality  of  the  world  and  refer  to  the  conception  of 
maya  only  to  condemn  it.6 

In  religion  we  find  a  clear  departure  from  the  Vedic 
worship,  consisting  of  prayer  and  sacrifice,  to  image-worship 
and  bhakti.  The  ethics  of  the  Puranas  is  not  different  from 
the  traditional  one.  It  accepts  the  doctrine  of  karma  and 
rebirth  and  the  possibility  of  release  through  virtue  and 
wisdom.  Devotion  to  God,  and  not  assent  to  dogma,  is  the 
essence  of  bhakti,  which  is  said  to  be  the  most  effective  means 

1  Cp.  Visnu  P.,  i.  2.  2.  £aktayo  yasya  caikasya  brahmavisnusivatmikah 
(i.  9).  See  also  Bhdgavata,  i.  2.  23. 

1  Bhagavantam  vasudevam  prapannah  sa  priyo  hi  me  (iv.  24.  28).  See 
also  iv.  24.  30. 

3  Visnu  P.,  i.  2.  4.  4  Ibid.,  i.  2.  10.  5  i.  3. 

5  Padma  P.,  vi.  263-70. 
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* 

of  salvation  in  this  Kali  age.1 * * * 5  Bhakti  can  move  mountains  ; 

nothing  is  impossible  for  it.*  Dhruva  is  advised  by  his  mother 

to  be  good,  pious,  friendly  and  eager  to  do  good  to  living 

creation. 3  “  Know  him  to  be  the  devotee  of  Visnu  who  never 

•  • 

deviates  from  the  duties  of  his  caste,  who  looks  with  equal 
vision  on  friend  and  enemy,  who  takes  nothing  which  is  not 
his  own,  who  hurts  no  being,  and  who  is  of  unblemished 
mind.”  4  The  society  decays  when  property  confers  rank, 
wealth  becomes  the  only  basis  of  virtue,  passion  the  sole 
bond  of  union  between  man  and  woman,  falsehood  the  source 
of  success  in  life,  sex  the  sole  means  of  enjoyment,  when  the 
outer  trappings  are  mistaken  for  the  inner  spirit.  5  Such  a 
state  of  society  calls  for  a  redeemer.  Moksa  is  equality  with 
God  (isvarasadrsyam).6  Ramanuja’s  faith  was  much  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  Visnu  and  the  Bhagavata  Pur  anas. 


IV 

Life  of  Ramanuja 

Ramanuja  was  born  in  Sriperumbudur  in  the  year  a.d.  1027.  Re 
seems  to  have  lost  his  father  while  young.  After  receiving  the  general 
training  given  to  boys  of  his  class,  he  had  a  course  in  the  Vedanta 
under  Yadavaprakasa  of  Conjeevaram,  but  he  could  not  support  the 
interpretations  of  Yadava  on  all  points.  Alavandar,  the  famous  head 
of  the  mutt  at  Srirangam,  was  impressed  by  Ramanuja’s  learning,  and 
thought  of  installing  him  in  the  apostolic  seat  at  Srirangam.  When 
Alavandar  drew  near  his  end,  his  disciples  sent  Perianambi  to  bring 
Ramanuja.  By  the  time  he  arrived,  the  master  was  no  more,  and 
the  tradition  relates  that,  when  Ramanuja  approached  the  body,  he 


1  Bhagavata,  xii.  3.  52.  The  Bhagavata  distinguishes  the  different  steps 
to  bhakti. 

^ravanam  klrtanam  visnoh  smaranam  padasevanam 

Arcanam  vandanarh  dasyarh  sakhyam  atmanivedanam  (vii.  5.  23). 

*  i.  12.  3  Visnu  P.,  i.  11.  4  V.P.,  iii.  7. 

5  Artha  evabhijanahetuh,  dhanam  eva  asesadharmahetuh,  abhirucir 
eva  dariipatyasarhbandLahetuh,  anrtam  eva  vyavaharajayahetuh,  stritvam 
evo’pabhoga  hetuh.  .  .  .  brahmasutram  eva  vipratvahetuh,  lingadharanam 
eva  asramahetuh.  .  .  .  (V.P.,  iv.  24.  21-22). 

6  In  the  Agamas  bhakti  is  emphasised.  A  larger  freedom  is  given  to 
the  fulfilment  of  desires.  Mantras,  yantras  and  yogic  exercises  receive  great 
attention. 


666 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


saw  three  out  of  the  five  fingers  of  the  right  hand  folded.  The  disciples 
explained  this  to  mean  that  he  had  three  unfulfilled  desires,  the  chief 
of  which  was  an  easy  commentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra.  Ramanuja 
returned  to  Conjeevaram  and  continued  his  usual  devotions  to  God. 
One  day,  in  great  distress,  he  asked  the  priest  of  the  temple  to  ascer¬ 
tain  the  divine  will  regarding  his  own  future.  The  will  of  God  was 
expressed  in  a  verse  to  the  effect,  “  I  am  the  supreme  reality,  my  view 
is  distinction.  Self-surrender  is  the  unfailing  cause  of  salvation, 
individual  effort  not  being  essential,  release  will  come  in  the  end. 
Perianambi  is  the  best  of  the  teachers.”  1  God  spoke  thus  or  Ramanuja 
heard  the  voice  and  set  his  heart  to  obey.  He  met  Perianambi  at 
Madhurantakam,  and  was  initiated  by  him  into  the  mysteries  of  the 
Vedanta.  Great  men  are  often  unable  to  find  a  woman  suitable  for 
them,  and  Ramanuja  was  not  blessed  with  a  wife  who  would  strive  for 
his  ideals  and  thus  increase  his  powers.  Incompatibility  in  marriage 
is  difficult  to  conceal,  and  Ramanuja  soon  felt,  as  Buddha  and  Samkara, 
Plato  and  Paul  did,  that  renunciation  is  a  necessary  condition  for 
attaining  the  highest  summits  of  human  perfection  or  drawing  near 
to  God.  When  he  became  a  sannyasin,  he  grew  very  popular,  and 
the  admiring  world  called  him  the  prince  of  ascetics  (Yatiraja). 
Ramanuja  settled  down  at  Srfrangam  and  acquired  a  full  knowledge 
of  the  Tiruvaymoyi.  With  the  help  of  his  disciple  Kurattalvar,  who 
knew  by  heart  the  Bodhayanavrtti,  Ramanuja  wrote  V  edantasara, 
V edarthasamgr aha  and  Vedantadlpa,  and  composed  his  great  commen¬ 
taries  on  the  Brahma  Sutra  and  the  Bhagavadglta.  The  learned 
among  the  Vaisnavas  gave  their  approval  to  Ramanuja’s  exposition 
of  the  Brahma  Sutra,  and  it  became  the  commentary  (Srlbhasya)  for 
the  Vaisnavas.  Ramanuja  toured  round  South  India,  restored  many 
Vaisnava  temples  and  converted  large  numbers  to  Vaisnarvism. 

The  great  thinker  is  the  spokesman  of  his  age,  and  re-lives 
in  his  own  experience  the  ancient  wisdom  transmitted  to 
him.  The  saints  and  the  teachers  in  whose  company  Ramanuja 
spent  his  days  moved  in  the  region  of  religious  life  and  piety. 
The  hymns  of  the  Alvars  were  outbursts  of  god-filled  souls, 
for  whom  God  was  not  merely  the  author  of  existence  but  an 
intimate  personal  friend  and  guide.  The  religious  instinct  of 
Ramanuja  seized  on  the  concrete  idea  of  God  as  a  person. 
Both  Samkara  and  Ramanuja  were  great  exponents  of  the 
Vedanta.  Their  minds  were  driven  to  the  same  problems, 

1  §rlman  param  tattvam  aham,  matam  me  bhedah,  prapattir  nirapaya 
hetuh 

NavaSyalu  ca  smrtir  antyakale  mokso  mahapuma  iharyavaryah. 

That  all  men  attain  salvation  at  the  end  of  life  is  the  central  feature  of  the 
Pancaratra  religion.  See  Vedanta  Desika’s  Pancar atraraksa. 
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their  texts  were  practically  the  same,  their  methods  were 
based  on  the  same  assumptions,  and  yet  their  results  show 
striking  differences.  Their  conclusions  reveal  their  visions, 
their  respective  apprehensions  of  the  truth.  Ramanuja  trusts 
firmly  to  the  religious  instinct,  and  sets  forth  a  deeply  religious 
view  which  reveals  God  to  man  through  creation,  through  the 
theophanies,  through  the  prophets,  through  the  incarnations. 
His  study  of  the  Alvars  and  his  training  by  the  Acaryas 
helped  him  to  develop  elements  which  otherwise  would  have 
remained  latent  in  the  Upanisads  and  the  Brahma  Sutra. 
He  did  not  for  a  moment  feel  that  he  was  propounding  a 
system  of  his  own  ;  he  was  but  expounding  the  wisdom  of 
the  wise  of  all  time. 


V 

History  and  Literature 

The  Vaisnava  movement  has  had  a  continuous  history  almost 
from  the  beginning  of  the  Epic  period.  In  the  Rg-Veda,  Visnu  is  a 
solar  deity  regarded  as  the  pervader,  having  his  place  in  the  supreme 
heaven.1  The  ideal  of  Varuna  is  strongly  monotheistic  in  character. 
We  have  also  in  the  Vedas  the  conception  of  the  god  Bhaga,  who  is 
a  bestower  of  auspicious  blessings.  It  soon  came  to  stand  for  the 
power  of  goodness,  and  he  who  possessed  the  power  was  called  Bhagavan. 
The  religion  in  which  Bhagavan  (or  Bhagavat)  is  the  object  of  worship 
is  Bhagavatism.  We  have  references  in  the  Mahabharata  to  the 
Bhagavata  religion.  Vaisnavism  is  the  development  of  the  Bhagavata 
religion,  which  identifies  Visnu  with  Bhagavan.  The  distinctive 
features  of  Vaisnavism  are  found  in  the  Pancaratra  religion  3  mentioned 
in  the  Mahabharata.  In  the  Epic,  however,  Visnu  has  for  his  rival 
Siva,  but  in  the  Visnu  Parana  Visnu’s  supremacy  is  unrivalled. 
Harivamsa  strengthens  the  cult  of  Visnu.  The  Bhagavata  Parana 
(a.d.  900)  emphasises  the  Bhagavata  cult  centring  round  Krsna.  Its 
bhakti  is  of  an  emotional  character,  and  the  relation  of  God  and  soul 
is  symbolised  by  that  of  man  and  maid.  From  the  Nanaghat  inscrip¬ 
tion,  it  is  clear  that  Bhagavatism  found  its  way  into  South  India 
some  time  before  the  first  century  of  the  Christian  era.  The  Bhagavata 
says  that  in  the  Kali  age  the  worshippers  of  Narayana  will  be  numerous 
in  Southern  India. 3  The  hymns  of  the  poet-saints  called  Alvars — 
twelve  of  whom  obtained  canonical  recognition — are  commonly  known 


1  Visnoh  paramam  padam.  R.V.,  i.  22,  20.  3  I.P.,  pp.  490,  496-9. 

3  xi.  5.  38-40- 
VOL.  H 
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as  Nalayira  Prabandham.1  Among  the  Alvars  are  a  woman,  several 
Sudras  and  a  prince.  They  are  succeeded  by  the  Acaryas  or  the 
theologians,  whose  main  objective  was  to  establish  a  philosophical 
basis  for  the  worship  of  a  personal  God  and  faith  in  the  saving  grace 
of  that  God.  The  chief  of  the  teachers  who  preceded  Ramanuja 
are  Nathamuni  and  Alavandar  or  Yamunacarya.  Nathamuni  (tenth 
century),  a  disciple  of  the  last  of  the  Alvars,  is  said  to  have  arranged 
the  hymns  of  the  Alvars.  Nyayatattva  and  Yogarahasya  are  attributed 
to  him.  Yamunacarya  struggled  hard  to  defend  the  Vaisnava  Agamas, 
and  make  out  that  they  had  the  same  purport  as  the  Vedas.  His 
chief  works  are  :  Agamapramanya,  Mahapurusanirnaya,  Siddhitrayam, 
Gitarthasarhgraha ,  CatuUlokt  and  Stotraratna.  The  sacred  literature 
of  the  Vaisnavas  is  often  referred  to  as  Ubhaya  Vedanta,  since  it 
included  the  Sanskrit  Prasthanatraya  as  well  as  the  Tamil  Prabandham. 
The  tradition  has  long  been  current  that  the  hymns  of  the  Alvars  were 
in  agreement  with  the  Vedic  scriptures.  The  uncompromising 
Advaitism  of  Samkara  made  it  necessary  for  Ramanuja  to  reiterate 
the  theistic  view  of  the  Vedas.  He  declares  that  he  is  only  developing 
the  views  contained  in  the  Vrtti  of  Bodhayana,  and  refers  to  other 
teachers  of  his  way  of  thinking,  Tanka,  Dramida,2  Guhadeva,  Kapardin 
and  Bharuci.3  Samkara  admits  the  antiquity  of  the  theistic  tradition 
emphasised  by  Ramanuja.  Accordingly  we  may  count  as  the  ante¬ 
cedents  of  Ramanuja's  philosophy  some  of  the  theistic  Upanisads, 
portions  of  the  Mahdbhdrata,  including  the  Narayaniya  section,  and  the 
Bhagavadglta,  Visnu  Parana,  the  Vaisnava  Agamas,  the  works  of  the 
Alvars  and  the  Acaryas.  His  own  chief  works  attempt  to  reconcile 
the  thought  of  the  Upanisads,  the  Gita  and  the  Brahma  Sutra  with 
the  faith  and  belief  of  the  Vaisnava  saints.  Though  it  is  not  easy  to 
decide  the  exact  extent  of  his  originality  and  independence,  it  must 


1  This  collection,  which  consists  of  four  thousand  verses  (nalayiram),  is 
arranged  in  four  parts.  The  first,  called  Mudalayiram,  contains  the  utter¬ 
ances  of  various  saints  as  Perialvar  and  the  lady  Andal.  The  second,  called 
Periatirumoyi,  is  the  work  of  Tirumangai ;  and  the  third  is  the  famous 
Tiruvaymoyi  of  Nammalvar.  The  fourth,  Iyarpa,  is  a  miscellany  like  the 
first.  Nammalvar’s  Tiruvaymoyi  is  said  to  be  the  Tamil  adaptation  of 
the  Vedas.  Cp.  “  Vedam  tamiy  £eyda  maran  ”  ;  also 

Krure  kaliyuge  prapte  nastikaih  kalusikrte 
Visnor  amsamsasarhbhuto  vedavedarthatattvavit 
Stotram  vedamayam  kartum  dravidyapi  ca  bhasaya 
Janisyati  satam  srestho  lokanarii  hitakamyaya.  ( Bhavisya  P.) 

Nathamuni  says  of  Tiruvaymoyi :  “  Sahasra§akhopanisatsamagamam  .  .  . 
dravidavedasagaram.”  Tiruvaymoyi  has  for  its  central  purpose  the  eluc* 
dation  of  the  five  topics  (arthapahcakam)  of  the  absolute  reality,  the  indi¬ 
vidual  soul,  its  relation  to  the  Supreme,  the  destruction  of  the  undesirable, 
and  the  realisation  of  the  desirable. 

1  Samkara,  according  to  Anandagiri,  refers  to  this  writer  in  his  com 
mentary  on  the  Chan.  Up.,  iii.  io.  4. 

1  Vedarthasmhgrahn. 
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be  said  that  his  attempt  in  the  Sribhdsya  “  in  substantial  merit  and 
completeness  far  outdid  any  previous  effort  to  find  in  the  Brahma  Sutra 
a  basis  for  monotheism.”  1  Ramanuja’s  faith  is  more  philosophical 
and  restrained  than  that  of  some  of  his  predecessors  as  well  as  suc¬ 
cessors.  He  did  not  show  any  anxiety  to  reject  the  ritual  and  the 
regulations  of  the  Vedas,  nor  did  he  make  much  of  the  mythology 
of  the  Puranas.  His  chief  aim  was  to  proclaim  the  doctrine  of  sal¬ 
vation  through  bhakti,  and  make  it  out  to  be  the  central  teaching  of 
the  Upanisads,  the  Gita  and  the  Brahma  Sutra.  Sudarsana,  Bhatta’s 
Srutaprakasika  is  a  celebrated  gloss  on  Ramanuja’s  Bhdsya. 

About  the  thirteenth  century  the  distinctions  between  the  Tengalais 
(Southern  school)  and  the  Vadagalais  (Northern  school)  became  accen¬ 
tuated.  The  former  regard  the  Tamil  Prabandham  as  canonical,  and 
are  indifferent  to  the  Sanskrit  tradition.  The  Vadagalais  accept  the 
two  as  equally  authoritative.  The  Tengalais  adopt  the  dangerous 
doctrine  of  dosabhogya,  namely,  that  God  enjoys  sin,  since  it  gives  a 
larger  scope  for  the  display  of  his  grace.2 3  The  Vadagalais  use  more 
Sanskrit  than  Tamil,  and  adopt  elements  of  Sakta  theology  in  their 
conception  of  LaksmT.3 

Pillai  Lokacarya  is  the  chief  representative  of  the  Tengalai  school. 
He  teaches  that  the  grace  of  God  is  irresistible  and  should  be  met  not 
merely  by  active  faith  (bhakti)  but  by  passive  surrender  (prapatti). 
Entire  submission  to  the  guidance  of  the  spiritual  preceptor  (acary- 
abhimana)  is  emphasised  by  this  school  of  thought.  It  must  be  said 
that  this  is  not  quite  the  same  as  the  active  and  intelligent  devotion 
taught  by  Ramanuja.  Lokacarya  is  the  author  of  eighteen  works 
called  Rahasyas  (secrets),  of  which  the  chief  are  Arthapancaka  and 
Tattvairaya.  Manavala  Mahamuni  is  the  chief  saint  of  the  Tengalais. 

Vedanta  Desika,  or  Venkatanatha  (thirteenth  century),  one  of  the 
greatest  of  the  successors  of  Ramanuja,  is  the  founder  of  the  Vadagalai 
sect.  Though  a  native  of  Conjeevaram,  he  spent  much  of  his  life  at 
Srirangam.  He  was  a  prolific  writer  on  many  subjects,  but  his  chief 
philosophical  works  are  Paramatabhanga  and  Rahasyatrayasara,  in 
Tamil.  His  Pancar  dtraraks a  and  Saccaritvaraksa  describe  the  principles 
and  practices  of  the  Pahcaiatra  school.  He  wrote  a  commentary  on 
Sribhasya  called  Tativatlka,.  and  another  called  T  dtpary  acandrihd  on 
Ramanuja’s  commentary  on  the  Gita.  His  Sesvara  Mlmdmsd  treats 

1  Keith,  in  E.R.E.,  vol.  x,  p.  572. 

2  See  Oscar  Wilde’s  De  Profundis  :  “  Christ,  through  some  divine  instinct 
in  him,  seems  to  have  loved  the  sinner  as  being  the  nearest  possible  approach 
to  perfection  in  man.  ...  In  a  manner  not  yet  understood  of  the  world, 
he  regarded  sin  and  suffering  as  being  in  themselves  beautiful,  holy  things 
and  modes  of  perfection.” 

3  They  believe  that  the  consort  of  Visnu  is,  like  him,  uncreated  and  is 
to  be  equally  worshipped  as  the  bestower  of  grace  ;  while  the  Tengalais 
look  upon  her  as  created  and,  though  divine,  merely  a  mediatrix  or  channel 
of  the  Lord’s  grace.  See  Astadasabhedas,  by  Govindacarya  Svatnin,  J.R.A.S., 
1910. 


670 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


the  Purva  and  the  Uttara  Mimamsas  as  parts  of  one  whole>  and  argues 
that  karma  cannot  produce  its  fruit,  independent  of  divine  agency. 
His  Nydyasiddhdnjana  and  Tattvamuktakalapa,  with  its  commentary 
Sarvarthasiddhi,  are  useful  works.  His  polemical  work,  Satadusani, 
which  is  an  attack  on  Advaita  philosophy,  had  an  equally  tell-tale 
commentary  called  Candamaruta  (seventeenth  century).  Srinivasacarya  s 
Y aimdramatadvpikd  is  a  valuable  work  of  the  seventeenth  century. 
Appaya  DIksita,  though  a  follower  of  Saivism,  commented  on  several 
Vaisnava  treatises.1 * 3 4 5  Rangaramanuja  (eighteenth  century)  wrote  com¬ 
mentaries  on  the  Upanisads  in  the  interests  of  Ramanuja’s  theism. 
The  influence  of  Ramanuja  is  visible  throughout  the  later  history  of 
Hinduism.  The  movements  of  Madhva,  Vallabha,  Caitanya,  Rama- 
nanda,  Kabir  and  Nanak,  and  the  reform  organisations  of  Brahmoism 
are  largely  indebted  to  Ramanuja’s  theistic  idealism. 


VI 

Bhaskara 

Bhaskara  wrote  a  commentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra  called  the 
Bhaskarabhasya  about  a.d.  900. 3  It  is  not  a  sectarian  wTork,  and  does 
not  favour  either  Samkara’s  views  or  those  of  Pancaratra  Vaisnavas. 
Bhaskara  is  an  upholder  of  the  bhedabhedavada,  or  the  doctrine  that 
unity  and  multiplicity  are  equally  real. 3  Brahman  is  not  an  undiffer¬ 
entiated  mass  of  pure  consciousness,  but  possesses  all  perfections. 
The  causal  state  of  Brahman  is  regarded  as  a  unity,  while  its  evolved 
condition  is  one  of  multiplicity. 4  Things  are  non-different  in  their 
causal  and  generic  aspects  and  different  as  effects  and  individuals. 
Non-difference  does  not  absorb  difference  as  fire  consumes  grass. 
The  two  are  equally  real.  Bhaskara  believes  in  real  evolution 
(parinama).5  He  regards  the  illusion  theory  as  unauthentic,  and 
traces  it  to  Buddhist  influence.6  He  holds  that  the  world  of  matter 
has  real  existence,  though  it  is  essentially  of  the  same  nature  as 
Brahman.  When  matter  acts  on  Brahman,  it  serves  as  a  limiting 

1  At  a  meeting  of  the  Pundits  held  at  Conjeevaram,  he  said  that  he  saw 
no  distinction  between  §iva  and  Visnu,  and  so  he  clung  to  6iva. 

Mahesvare  va  jagatam  adhlsvare 
Janardane  va  jagadantaratmani 
Na  vastubhedapratipattir  asti  me 
Tathapi  bhaktis  tarunendusekhare. 

*  His  views  are  attacked  by  Udayana  in  his  Kusumdhjali  (a.d.  9S0). 

3  For  a  criticism  of  it,  see  R.B.,  i.  1.4. 

4  Karyarupena  nanatvam,  abhedah  karanatmana.  Bhaskara  on  i.  1.  4. 

5  Bhaskariyas  tu  cidacidamsavibhaktam  brahmadravyam  acidamsena 
vikriyate  ( Sarvarthasiddhi ,  iii.  27). 

6  Mahayanikabauddhagathitam  mayavadam.  Bha$ya  on  i.  4.  25. 
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adjunct  in  the  form  of  body  and  senses  and  results  in  the  rise  of 
individual  souls.  He  admits  the  reality  of  upadhis,  and  does  not 
trace  them  to  avidya.  The  jlva  is  naturally  one  with  Brahman,  while 
its  difference  from  Brahman  is  due  to  limitations.1  The  relation  of 
jivas  to  Brahman  is  illustrated  by  the  analogy  of  sparks  and  fire. 
The  life  of  samsara  is  based  on  the  confusion  between  Brahman  and 
the  upadhis.  Through  virtue  and  piety,  we  can  discriminate  between 
the  two,  and  then  we  are  saved.  Bhaskara  thinks  that  Brahman 
actually  undergoes  the  suffering  and  the  rebirth  of  the  individual 
souls.  Karma  is,  according  to  him,  an  essential  means  (anga)  to 
knowledge  which  results  in  salvation.  He  adopts  the  view  of 
Ramanuja,  or  more  accurately,  jnanakarmasamuccaya  or  the  com¬ 
bination  of  karma  and  jnana. 


VII 

Yadavaprakasa 

YadavaprakaSa,  for  some  time  the  guru  of  Ramanuja,  who  lived 
in  the  eleventh  century  a.d.  at  Conjeevaram,  wrote  an  independent 
commentary  leaning  to  the  Advaita  interpretation.  He  adopts  the 
Brahmaparinamavada,  or  the  theory  of  the  transformation  of  Brahman. 
He  holds  that  Brahman  is  really  changed  into  cit  (spirit),  acit  (matter), 
and  l£vara  (God).  If  Hvara  is  brought  under  cit,  both  conscious  and 
unconscious  forms  are  only  different  states  (avasthabheda)  of  one 
substance  and  not  different  substances  themselves.  His  theory  is 
called  the  bhedabhedavada,  or  the  doctrine  of  the  simultaneous  differ¬ 
ence  and  non-difference.  While  Brahman  undergoes  changes,  it  does 
not  forfeit  its  purity.  Yadava  does  not  find  any  contradiction  in 
saying  that  a  thing  can  be  different  and  at  the  same  time  non-different 
from  itself.  He  says  that  all  things  always  present  themselves  under 
these  two  different  aspects.  They  present  non-difference  so  far  as 
their  causal  substance  (karana)  and  class  characters  (jati)  are  con¬ 
cerned  ;  they  present  difference  so  far  as  their  effected  conditions 
(karya)  and  individual  characteristics  (vyakti)  are  concerned.  Brahman 
and  the  world  are  thus  both  different  and  non-different.*  While 
Bhaskara  believes  that  Brahman  undergoes  in  a  way  the  experiences 
of  the  finite  souls,  Yadava  contends  that  Brahman  remains  in  its 
pristine  exalted  condition. 3  If  we  believe  that  the  three,  God,  soul 
and  matter,  are  ultimate  realities  and  not  transformations  of  Brahman, 
we  are  in  the  realm  of  misconception  (bhrama).  Brahman  alone  is 
real,  and  all  else  is  produced  from  Brahmgp,.  For  Yadava  the  dis¬ 
tinctions  are  as  real  as  the  identity,  while  for  Bhaskara  the  distinctions 

1  Jivaparayos  ca  svabhaviko  'bheda  aupadhikas  tu  bhedah.  Bhaskara  on 
iv.  4.  4.  See  also  iv.  4.  15  ;  ii.  3.  18. 

1  Sarvdrthasiddhi,  iii.  27. 


3  Bhaskara  on  i.  1.  17. 
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are  due  to  upadhis,  which  are  of  course  real,  while  the  identity  is  the 
ultimate  truth.  Samsara  is  nothing  more  than  life  based  on  the 
wrong  knowledge  that  cit,  acit  and  Isvara  are  ultimately  distinct. 
For  removing  this  false  knowledge,  both  karma  and  jnana  are  useful. 

Ramanuja  protests  against  Yadava's  view  on  the  ground  that  the 
distinction  between  Brahman  and  Rvara  is  unauthorised.  There  is 
none  else  beyond  Isvara,  and  Isvara  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  mere 
modification  of  Brahman.  The  relation  of  the  Saktis,  or  powers  of 
God,  souls  and  matter  to  the  basis  of  them  (6aktyasraya),  Brahman,  is 
not  clear.1 


VIII 

The  Sources  of  Knowledge 

Ramanuja  accepts  perception,  inference  and  scripture  as 
valid  sources  of  knowledge,  and  is  indifferent  about  the  rest. 
His  followers  add  one  or  two  to  this  list.  Perception  has  for 
its  object  what  is  distinguished  by  difference,  possessing  a 
general  character  which  constitutes  its  form.2 

Ramanuja  admits  the  distinction  between  determinate  and 
indeterminate  perception.  Indeterminate  perception  is  neither 
the  apprehension  of  an  absolutely  undifferentiated  object  of 
pure  being,  nor  the  apprehension  of  a  qualified  object  and  its 
qualifications  unrelated  to  one  another.  It  is  not  the  former, 
since  it  is  impossible  to  apprehend  objects  devoid  of  all 
elements  of  distinction.  The  essential  feature  of  conscious¬ 
ness  is  discrimination,  and  we  cannot  apprehend  an  object 
without  apprehending  some  special  features  of  it.  All  know¬ 
ledge  consists  in  the  apprehension  of  an  object  qualified  by 
some  specific  quality  3 ;  for,  even  in  determinate  perception, 
only  those  qualities  which  were  apprehended  in  indeterminate 
perception  are  remembered  and  recognised.  The  difference 
between  the  two  consists  in  this,  that  in  indeterminate  per¬ 
ception  we  perceive  the  individual  for  the  first  time,  and, 
though  we  apprehend  its  class  character,  we  are  not  aware 
that  it  is  common  to  the  individuals  belonging  to  the  class.  4 

1  Tattvamuktakaldpa,  iii.  28. 

1  The  external  properties  are  open  to  perception.  When  we  hear  a 
sound,  the  vrtti  of  the  ear  goes  out.  Air  is  an  object  of  the  senses.  Light 
is  open  to  touch  and  sight,  even  though  devoid  of  smell. 

3  Savise?avastuvisayatvat  sarvapramananam  (i.  1.  1). 

<  Tattvamuktakaldpa,  iv.  32. 
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When  we  perceive  the  individual  a  second  or  a  third  time,  we 
recognise  the  generic  character  as  common  to  the  whole  class. 

For  Ramanuja  the  individuals  alone  are  real.  There  is 
no  such  thing  as  a  class  essence  subsisting  in  them,  though 
there  is  a  resemblance  (sadrsya)  among  the  individuals,  such 
as  the  arrangement  of  parts  (samsthana).  We  frame  the 
concept  from  the  fact  of  resemblance.  It  is  the  resemblance 
that  is  the  basis  of  the  use  of  the  same  word.1  Vedanta 
Desika  argues  that  difference  in  itself  (bheda)  is  in  no  way 
relative  to  the  fact  which  it  distinguishes.  Accordingly,  per¬ 
ception  can  give  us  a  knowledge  of  fact  as  well  as  its  distinc¬ 
tion.3  These  two  do  not  determine  each  other  and  are  not 
dependent  on  one  another.  They  seem  to  determine  each 
other  when  it  is  sought  to  unite  them.  But  even  if  we  assume 
all  this,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  there  can  be  a  difference 
which  differentiates  nothing.  3 

Yogic  perception  is  not  admitted  as  an  independent  source 
of  knowledge  by  the  followers  of  Ramanuja.  Each  sense  has 
its  particular  sphere  of  objects,  and,  even  when  well  trained, 
cannot  grasp  objects  belonging  to  other  senses.  The  ear 
cannot  see  nor  the  eye  hear.  If  the  Yogic  perception  operates 
through  the  senses,  then  it  is  not  different  from  sense-per¬ 
ception  ;  if  it  is  independent  of  all  experience,  then  it  is 
invalid. 

Smrti  or  remembrance  is  regarded  as  valid  and  given  a 
separate  place.  We  cannot  bring  it  under  perception  simply 
because  all  remembered  knowledge  assumes  perception ;  for  in 
that  case  even  inference,  which  presupposes  perceptual  know¬ 
ledge,  will  have  to  be  brought  under  perception. 

Inference  is  knowledge  derived  from  a  general  principle. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  a  single  instance  suggests  the  general 
principle.  A  number  of  instances  helps  us  in  removing  our 
doubts.  By  means  of  tarka  or  indirect  proof,  and  the  use 
of  both  positive  and  negative  instances,  we  eliminate  the 
non-essentials  and  establish  the  general  rule.  4  The  syllogism 

1  Cp.  this  with  the  Jaina  view.  2  Sarvarthasiddhi,  v.  14. 

3  Abhava  or  non-existence  is  said  to  be  an  object  of  perception,  since 
non-existence  of  a  thing  means  its  existence  somewhere  else.  Through 
anupalabdhi  or  non-perception  we  know  that  consciousness  has  not  always 
objects  with  which  it  is  related  (i.  1.  1). 

4  Sarvarthasiddhi,  iv.  47. 
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has  three  members,  the  first  three  or  the  last  three  of  the 
Nyaya  five-membered  syllogism.  Comparison  is  not  recognised 
as  independent,  since  it  is  a  case  of  either  remembrance  or 
inference.  Implication  (arthapatti)  and  subsumption  (sarii- 
bhava)  are  also  brought  under  inference. 

Ramanuja  accepts  the  authority  of  scripture.  The  highest 
reality,  which  is  the  sole  cause  of  the  world,  is  not  the  object 
of  the  other  means  of  knowledge,  but  is  known  only  through 
the  sastras.1  Brahman  is  not  an  object  of  perception.2 * * 5  No 
generalisation  from  experience  can  prove  or  disprove  the 
reality  of  Brahman.  3  Its  reality,  to  which  intelligence  points, 
lies  in  a  region  beyond  that  which  can  be  actually  observed 
or  understood  by  finite  intelligence.  Scripture  is  our  only 
source  regarding  supersensuous  matters,  though  reason  may 
be  employed  in  support  of  scripture.  4  The  Vedas  are  eternal, 
since  at  every  world-epoch  Isvara  only  gives  utterance  to 
them.  The  smrtis  and  the  Epics  expound  the  ideas  contained 
in  the  Vedas,  and  so  they  are  also  authoritative.  The  Panca- 
rdtra  Agamas  may  also  be  accepted  as  valid,  since  they  owe 
their  origin  to  the  divine  Vasudeva.5  Aitihya  or  tradition, 
when  it  is  true,  is  a  case  of  scriptural  knowledge  (agama).6 7 

Ramanuja  admits  that  thought  by  itself  cannot  bring  us 
face  to  face  with  reality.  Even  the  Vedas  give  us  only  indirect 
knowledge.  Something  more  is  needed  than  the  mere  under¬ 
standing  of  the  words  of  the  scripture.  Intuition  (saksatkara) 
of  reality,  which  is  not  the  logical  knowledge  of  it,  is  possible 
only  in  meditation  bearing  the  character  of  devotion.  7  Vama- 
deva  and  others  saw  the  one  Brahman  with  the  material 
and  immaterial  objects  for  its  distinguishing  modes.8  This, 
the  highest  knowledge,  involves  the  exercise  of  the  non- 
cognitive  elements  of  the  soul.  The  mind  has  other  ways 
of  exploring  the  nature  of  reality,  and  all  these  ways  are 
connected  in  their  final  purpose  and  first  source.  To  realise 

1  i-  2-  *•  2  i.  i.  3-  3  i  2.  23. 

4  ii.  1.  12.  Yamunacarya  adopts  a  thoroughly  rational  view  in  dealing 

with  rival  dogmatisms.  Declining  to  accept  the  assertion  of  his  opponent, 

he  remarks  :  “  All  this  teaching  may  carry  weight  with  believers  ;  we  are 
not  credulous,  and  so  we  require  logic  to  convince  us  ”  ( Siddhitraya ,  p.  88). 

5  Tattvamuktakalapa,  iv.  121. 

*  When  false,  it  i?  a  case  of  agamabhasa. 

7  R.B.,  iii.  2.  23.  8  in  2  24. 
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the  truth  the  mind  must  exercise  all  its  resources  and  act  at 
the  highest  level  of  its  life.  Mind  at  its  fullest  stretch  is 
suffused  with  reason  as  well  as  feeling.  It  is  quite  true  that 
there  are  wrong  feelings  even  as  there  are  wrong  cognitions. 
It  is  also  true  that,  in  the  lower  level,  feelings  stand  isolated 
even  as  cognitions  do.  But  as  the  cognitions  are  systematised, 
so  are  feelings  transformed  and  disciplined,  i.e.  rationalised. 
Since  the  object  intuited  is  not  directly  presented,  the  nature 
of  intuition  is  said  to  be  indirect  or  representative  in  character  ; 
yet,  so  far  as  its  immediacy  and  clearness  go,  it  is  not  inferior 
to  perceptual  knowledge.1  As  we  shall  see,  this  knowledge 
arises  through  divine  grace  in  response  to  acts  of  daily  worship 
and  prayer.  This  is  religious  experience  or  the  immediate 
awareness  of  the  infinite.  The  individual  soul  is  en  rapport 
with  the  ultimately  real. 

If  all  knowledge  is  of  the  real,*  how  does  it  happen  that 
our  knowledge  sometimes  does  not  correspond  to  things  ? 
The  object,  appearing  in  false  perception,  is  not  illusory  but 
real ;  for,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  quintuplication  (pancl- 
karana),  all  objects  of  the  physical  world  are  compound 
substances,  containing  the  five  elements  in  varying  propor¬ 
tions.  “  That  one  thing  is  called  ‘  silver  ’  and  another  ‘  shell  ’ 
has  its  reason  in  the  relative  preponderance  of  one  or  the 
other  element.  We  observe  that  shells  are  similar  to  silver  ; 
thus  perception  itself  informs  us  that  some  elements  of  the 
latter  actually  exist  in  the  former.”  Likeness  in  certain 
respects  is  the  indication  of  a  partial  identity  of  substance. 
We  perceive  water  in  the  mirage  simply  because  water  exists 
in  connection  with  light  and  earth  particles.  When  the  white 
conch  is  seen  as  yellow  by  a  person  suffering  from  jaundiced 
eyes,  the  yellowness  of  the  eye  is  transmitted  to  the  conch 
along  with  the  rays  of  the  organ  of  sight,  and  the  white  colour 
of  the  conch  is  obscured.  However  unscientific  this  theory 
may  be,  it  shows  Ramanuja’s  unwillingness  to  give  up  his 
view  that  knowledge  is  always  of  the  real.  Even  in  dreams, 
God  creates  objects  for  the  enjoyment  or  suffering  of  the 
individual,  in  accordance  with  his  merit  or  demerit. 3  God 

1  R.B.,  iii.  4.  26. 

*  Sarvarii  vijnanajatam  yathartham  (i.  i.  i). 

3  See  also  R.B.,  iii.  2.  5  and  6. 
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“  while  producing  the  entire  world  as  an  object  of  fruition 
for  the  individual  souls,  in  agreement  with  their  respective 
good  and  evil  deserts,  creates  certain  things  of  such  a  nature 
as  to  become  common  objects  of  consciousness,  while  certain 
other  things  are  created  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  perceived 
only  by  particular  persons  and  to  persist  for  a  limited  time 
only.  It  is  this  distinction  of  things  that  are  objects  of 
general  consciousness  and  those  that  are  not  so  which  makes 
the  difference  between  what  is  called  ‘  things  sublating  ’  and 
‘  things  sublated/  ”  1  It  is  a  mistake  to  think  that  some 
cognitions  have  false  things  for  their  objects  and  others 
true  ones. 

Ramanuja’s  view  seems  to  explain  away  all  error.  While 
he  maintains  that  all  knowledge  is  of  the  real,  he  does  not 
say  that  knowledge  is  of  the  whole  of  reality.  Our  knowledge 
is  generally  imperfect  and  partial.  When  we  mistake  a  piece 
of  shell  for  silver,  we  notice  certain  features  and  miss  others. 
In  the  illusion  of  the  “  yellow  ”  conch  we  fail  to  notice  the 
whiteness  of  the  conch.  In  dream  experiences  we  overlook 
the  fact  that  the  objects  are  private  and  peculiar  to  the 
dreamer  and  not  to  others.  Even  in  what  is  generally  taken 
as  true  knowledge  we  ignore  much  that  is  unnecessary  for 
practical  purposes.  While  both  true  and  erroneous  knowledge 
are  incomplete,  the  former  takes  note  of  the  features  necessary 
for  the  interests  in  view  and  serves  our  needs  ;  the  latter 
fails  to  achieve  the  end  in  view.  True  knowledge  is  useful 
in  life.  The  mirage  is  an  error,  not  because  the  element  of 
water  is  not  present  in  it,  but  because  the  water  in  it  does 
not  quench  our  thirst.  The  true  is  what  represents  the  real 
(yathartha)  and  what  is  practically  useful  (vyavaharanuguna).2 

While  all  knowledge  is  representative  of  some  aspects  of 
reality,  it  is  not  complete  and  perfect  until  it  takes  in  the 
whole  of  reality.  The  possibility  of  error  is  not  removed 
until  our  knowledge  becomes  complete  and  comprehensive, 
and  the  individual  knower  is  freed  from  all  defects.  In 
samsara  this  is  not  possible,  though  the  aspiration  is  there. 

Ramanuja  believes  in  an  immanent  necessity  operating  in 
the  nature  of  knowledge.  It  is  this  necessity  which  enables 
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the  indeterminate  cognition  to  pass  over  into  the  determinate. 
Throughout,  our  judgments  attempt  to  relate  the  subjects  to 
the  larger  whole.  When  knowledge  is  at  its  highest,  i.e.  when 
it  reaches  its  goal,  we  shall  have  a  single  organised  experience 
including  a  number  of  parts  with  their  specific  functions.  In 
such  a  whole  each  member  would  be  characterised  by  its  own 
place  and  function,  and,  though  finite,  would  be  none  the  less 
individual  and  unique.  The  jlva,  when  freed,  attains  the 
ideal  of  perfect  knowledge. 

Saihkara  is  quite  right  in  thinking  that  a  bare  identity 
cannot  be  grasped  by  thought,  but  thought  need  not  be 
blamed  for  not  achieving  the  impossible.  If  the  subject  is  a 
simple  self-identity,  then  the  judgment  which  asserts  that 
S  is  P  is  not  true,  for  we  can  only  say  S  is  S.  Significant 
predication  is  false,  and  tautological  judgment  is  useless. 
But  Ramanuja  asserts  that  while  the  judgment  affirms  the 
identity  of  the  subject  with  the  predicate,  there  is  another 
equally  important  factor,  that  the  subject  and  the  predicate 
are  different.  There  can  be  no  judgment  unless  there  be  an 
identity  maintaining  itself  through  the  different  aspects  of 
things,  but  the  identity  must  manifest  itself  in  difference 
and  overcome  it.  Identity  is  a  relation,  and  every  relation 
requires  two  terms.  If  the  terms  are  not  distinct,  they  cannot 
be  related.  The  negation  of  all  difference  renders  impossible 
even  the  relation  of  identity.  In  absolute  self-sameness  there 
cannot  be  any  talk  of  identity.  Even  when  we  say  S  is  S, 
we  make  such  a  proposition  only  in  answer  to  a  suggested 
difference.  Samkara  argues  that  when  we  say  “  That  art 
thou  ”  there  is  the  apparent  difference  between  the  two,  and 
the  judgment  asserts  the  real  identity  between  them.  But 
Ramanuja  contends  that  identity  and  difference  apply  to 
terms  which  are  on  the  same  level  of  reality.  All  identity 
is  an  identity  in  and  through  difference,  and  every  judgment 
is  an  illustration  of  it.  In  “  the  sky  is  blue,”  “  the  sky  ”  and 
“  blue  ”  are  not  identical ;  nor  are  they  completely  different. 
The  object  and  the  property  of  blueness  subsist  together, 
though  the  two  have  different  significations.  The  relational 
view  of  thought  is  best  adapted  to  the  exposition  of  the  nature 
of  reality,  since  the  real  is  a  perfect  system  determined  by 
and  determining  its  contents.  It  is  a  false  standard  of  intelli- 
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gibility  that  regards  the  rational  nature  of  thought  as  a  defect. 
Knowledge,  to  be  knowledge,  must  unfold  and  develop  the 
system  of  relations  through  which  it  asserts  its  own  existence. 
The  active  living  principle  is  what  inwardly  distinguishes 
itself  and  yet  remains  free  in  so  doing.  Samkara  holds  that  a 
system  of  relations  leads  to  an  infinite  regress.  A  relation 
implies  two  terms  which,  with  the  relation  itself,  make  three  ; 
and  if  we  add  to  them  the  mutual  relations  of  them  to  one 
another,  we  are  forced  to  an  infinite  regress.  Ramanuja 
rejects  this  view  in  favour  of  a  dynamic  reality,  which  has  in 
it  the  possibility  of  self -revelation.  He  does  not  believe  that 
there  are  no  relations  where  there  is  oneness,  and  where  there 
are  relations  there  is  no  oneness.  The  world  for  knowledge 
is  an  orderly  whole,  the  detailed  development  or  expression 
of  a  single  principle.  God  and  the  world  are  equally  real,  and 
each  must  be  real  through  the  other  ;  and  this  is  possible 
only  if  we  regard  the  system  as  a  single  experience  of  the 
personal  type.  Thought  reaches  the  full  apprehension  of  God 
as  self-conscious  intelligence.  Reality  is  an  individual  of 
which  the  elements  are  the  lesser  individuals. 


IX 

Cause  and  Substance 

Ramanuja  adopts  the  theory  of  satkaryavada.  Every 
effect  implies  a  pre-existent  material  cause.  Alteration  of 
state  is  the  meaning  of  causation.1  Threads  are  the  cause  of 
cloth,  for  cloth  is  only  a  cross  arrangement  of  threads.3 
Existence  and  non-existence  are  different  states  of  a  substance. 
Non-existence  is  only  relative  and  not  absolute. 

Whatever  has  qualities  is  a  substance  or  dravya.  The 
basis  (adhara)  is  the  substance,  and  what  depends  on  it 
(adheya)  is  the  non-substance  (adravya).  While  things  are 
dravyas,  attributes  and  relations  are  adravyas.  The  lamp  is 
a  substance,  so  also  the  light  (prabha),  though  the  latter  is 
also  a  guna  or  a  quality.  Buddhi  is  a  substance,  as  it  has 

*  Avasthantarapattir  eva  hi  karyata  (R.B.G.,  xiii.  2). 

•  R.B.,  ii.  1.  19-20.  See  also  ii.  1.  16. 
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the  quality  of  being  subject  to  expansion  and  contraction; 
it  is  also  a  quality  of  the  self.1  The  whole  world  as  the 
visesana  (adjective)  of  God  is  non-substantial  (adravya)  from 
the  standpoint  of  Isvara  though  it  contains  dravya  and  adravya 
as  elements  and  qualities.  A  visesana  may  be  a  substance  like 
jnana.  While  substances  serve  as  the  material  cause,  non¬ 
substances  cannot  do  so.3  The  substances  are  prakrti  or 
matter,  kala  or  time,  suddhasattva  or  pure  matter,  dharma- 
bhutajnana  or  attributive  consciousness,  jiva  or  the  individual 
soul,  and  Isvara  or  God. 3  While  the  first  three  are  unconscious 
(jada),  God  and  the  soul  are  conscious  (ajada),  and  jnana  has 
the  features  of  both.  It  is  unlike  unconscious  substances  since 
it  can  manifest  itself  and  external  objects.  Knowledge, 
however,  is  never  for  itself,  but  is  always  for  another,  the  self. 
Knowledge  is  a  unique  adjunct  of  the  self,  and  is  called  dharma- 
bhutajnana.  The  self  knows  this  or  that  object  when  the 
jnana  issues  forth  through  this  or  that  sense  and  comes  into 
contact  with  an  object.  It  is  assumed  that  subjects  and  objects 
exist  independently  and  are  brought  into  relation  with  each 
other  by  means  of  knowledge. 

The  five  qualities  of  sound,  resistance,  form,  taste  and 
smell,  cohesion,  quantity,  number,  magnitude,  individuality, 
conjunction,  distinction,  as  well  as  desire,  aversion,  pleasure, 
pain  and  will  and  understanding,  are  non-substances. 

X 

Self  and  Consciousness 

Samkara  believes  that  the  distinction  between  subject 
and  object  is  a  relative  one,  since  the  real  is  the  one 
undifferenced  Brahman.  Ramanuja  disputes  this  view,  and 
holds  that  the  nature  of  consciousness  testifies  to  the  existence 
of  a  permanent  thinking  subject,  as  well  as  objects  distinct 
from  the  self.  4  Knowledge  involves  the  perception  of  differ¬ 
ence.  There  is  no  source  of  knowledge  enabling  us  to  appre¬ 
hend  mere  undifferenced  being.  Even  if  there  were,  it  would 
place  Brahman  in  the  position  of  an  object,  and  thus  involve 

*  Ibid.,  v.  2. 

<  Na  ca  nirvisaya  kacit  samvid  asti. 


1  Tattvamuktakalapa,  iv.  7. 
3  Ibid.,  i.  6. 
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it  in  the  sphere  of  the  perishable.  There  cannot  be  such  a 
thing  as  pure  consciousness.  This  is  either  proved  or  not. 
If  pure  consciousness  is  proved  to  be  real,  it  follows  that  it 
has  attributes ;  if  it  is  not,  then  it  is  non-existent,  like  a  sky 
flower.1  Even  Samkara  attributes  to  consciousness  qualities 
like  eternity,  self-luminousness.  Knowledge,  to  be  sure,  is 
self-luminous  (svayamprakasa),  but  it  is  also  an  object  of 
knowledge  (vedya).  It  is  not  necessary  that  everything 
known  must  be  a  non-conscious  (jada)  object. 

If  knowledge  were  unlimited,  its  objects  also  should  be  so, 
which  is,  however,  not  the  case.  It  is  a  mistake  to  think 
that  knowledge  exists  in  deep  sleep  and  similar  states,  as  pure 
knowledge  devoid  of  any  objects.  “  For  a  person  risen  from 
deep  sleep  never  represents  to  himself  his  state  of  conscious¬ 
ness  during  sleep  in  the  form  *  I  was  pure  consciousness,  free 
from  all  egoity  and  opposed  in  nature  to  everything  else, 
witnessing  nescience  (ajnana).’  What  he  thinks  is  only  ‘  I 
slept  well/  From  this  form  of  reflection  it  appears  that 
even  during  sleep  the  self,  i.e.  the  ‘1/  was  a  knowing  subject 
and  perceptive  of  pleasure.  Even  when  the  self  says  that  it 
was  ‘  conscious  of  nothing/  it  means  that  the  knowing  ‘  I  ’ 
persisted,  and  what  is  negated  is  the  objects  of  knowledge/’  * 
Jnana  is  not  known  except  in  relation  to  an  object,  and,  in 
deep  sleep,  it  does  not  function,  since  there  is  no  object.  The 
soul,  in  deep  sleep,  remains  in  its  intrinsic  state  of  self-con¬ 
sciousness  along  with  the  jnana,  which  is  not  functioning  at 
the  moment.  The  self  is  always  an  ego  and  never  pure 
knowledge.  Samkara  admits  as  much  when  he  says  that  the 
self  exists  in  deep  sleep  as  the  witness  (saksin)  of  the  general 
nescience,  though  the  organ  of  egoity  (aharhkara)  is  dissolved. 
But  that  which  does  not  know  cannot  be  a  witness  (saksin). 
Pure  knowledge  is  not  a  witness.  Saksin  is  a  knower,  i.e.  a 
subject.  This  subject  persists  even  in  deep  sleep,  only  we 
are  not  conscious  of  it,  since  it  is  overpowered  by  tamas. 
If  it  did  not  persist  in  deep  sleep,  we  could  not  remember 
that  we  slept  well  on  waking  from  sleep.  But  for  this  per¬ 
manent  self  memory  would  be  impossible,  and  we  could  not 

1  Samvit  siddhyati  va  na  va,  siddhyati  cet  sadharmata  syat,  na  cet  tuccata 
gaganakusumadivat  (i.  i.  i). 

1  i.  i.  i.  See  also  ii.  3.  31. 
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recognise  anything  to-day  as  something  we  had  seen  yesterday. 
Even  if  consciousness  were  identified  with  the  conscious 
subject  and  acknowledged  as  permanent,  the  phenomenon  of 
recognition  would  not  be  easily  explained.  For  it  implies  a 
conscious  subject  persisting  from  the  earlier  to  the  later 
moment,  and  not  merely  consciousness.1  The  self  is  not 
self-luminous  knowledge,  but  only  the  subject  of  it.  We  do 
not  say  “  I  am  consciousness/’ 2 * * *  but  only  “  I  am  conscious.”  3 
The  self-luminous  character  of  knowledge  is  derived  from  the 
self  or  the  knower.  The  existence  of  knowledge  and  its  self- 
luminous  character  depend  on  its  connection  with  a  self. 4 
To  argue  that  the  subject,  thus  established,  belongs  to  the 
side  of  the  object  is  “  no  better  than  to  maintain  that  one’s 
own  mother  is  a  barren  woman.”  We  cannot  attribute  to 
self-sense  (ahamkara),  which  is  a  non-intelligent  effect  of 
prakrti,  knowership  any  more  than  knowledge.  The  self  is 
of  the  essence  of  knowledge,  and  has  knowledge  also  for  its 
quality. 5  It  is  a  knower  and  not  mere  light.6 7  We  need  not 
think  that  to  be  a  knower  is  to  be  essentially  changing.  For 
to  be  a  knower  is  to  be  the  substrate  of  the  quality  of  know¬ 
ledge  ;  and,  since  the  knowing  self  is  eternal,  knowledge, 
which  is  its  quality,  is  also  eternal.  Only  this  eternal  know¬ 
ledge  does  not  manifest  itself  always.  Knowledge,  which  is 
in  itself  unlimited  (svayam  aparicchinnam),  is  capable  of 
contraction  and  expansion.  Owing  to  the  influence  of  karma, 
it  becomes  contracted  when  it  adapts  itself  to  work  of 
different  kinds  and  is  variously  determined  by  the  different 
senses.  With  reference  to  these  adaptations  due  to  the 
senses,  it  is  said  to  rise  and  vanish.  It  never  ceases  to  be, 
though  it  functions,  throughout  life,  in  a  more  or  less  restricted 
manner.  But  since  the  quality  of  adaptation  is  not  essential 
and  is  brought  about  by  action,  the  self  is  regarded  as  essen¬ 
tially  unchanging.7 

1  Pratisamdhanam  hi  purvaparakalasthayinam  anubhavitaram  upastha- 
payati,  nanubhutimatram  (i.  i.  i). 

2  Anubhutir  aham.  3  Anubhavamy  aham. 

4  i.  i.  i.  See  also  ii.  3.  18.  5  Cidrupa  .  .  .  caitanyagunaka. 

6  Jnataiva  na  prakasamatram.  See  also  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  3.  7  and  14  ; 

iv.  5-  15  ;  Chan.,  viii,  12.  3  and  4  ;  viii.  26.  2  ;  Pra£na,  iv.  9  ;  vi.  5  ;  Tait., 

ii.  4. 

7  i.  1.  1. 
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Ramanuja  disputes  the  view  that  consciousness  is  never 
an  object.  Though  it  is  not  an  object  when  it  illumines 
other  things,  it  can  and  does  frequently  become  an  object. 
For  common  observation  shows  that  the  consciousness  of  one 
person  becomes  the  object  of  the  cognition  of  another,  as  when 
we  infer  something  from  the  friendly  or  unfriendly  appearance 
of  another,  or  when  one’s  past  states  of  consciousness  become 
the  objects  of  his  present  cognition.  Consciousness  does  not 
lose  its  nature  simply  because  it  becomes  an  object  of  con¬ 
sciousness.  We  cannot  say  that  consciousness  is  self-proved. 
For  Ramanuja  the  essential  nature  of  consciousness  consists 
in  its  manifesting  itself  at  the  present  moment  through  its  own 
being  to  its  substrate,  or  in  being  instrumental  in  proving 
its  own  object  by  its  own  being.1  When  unconscious  things 
are  revealed,  they  are  not  revealed  to  themselves.  The  other 
attributes  of  the  self,  such  as  atomic  extension,  eternity  and 
so  on,  and  the  past  states  of  consciousness,  are  revealed  not 
through  themselves,  but  through  an  act  of  knowledge  different 
from  them.* 


XI 

God 

From  Ramanuja’s  theory  of  knowledge,  it  follows  that  the 
real  cannot  be  a  bare  identity.  It  is  a  determinate  whole, 
which  maintains  its  identity  in  and  through  the  differences. 
While  Ramanuja  is  clear  that  there  exists  an  absolute  self, 
he  is  equally  clear  that  every  finite  reality  is  an  expression 
of  this  self.  To  make  reciprocal  interaction  among  a  plurality 
of  existents  possible,  the  constituent  elements  of  the  world - 
whole  must  have  a  common  bond  of  unity  and  interdependence, 
which  must  be  a  spiritual  principle.  Not  only  logic,  but 
religious  experience,  demands  a  conservation  of  the  finite  and 
an  admission  of  the  infinite  as  a  personal  being.  The  sense 
of  personal  communion  with  God  involves  a  real  fellowship 
with  an  “  other,”  divine  personality.  The  nirguna  Brahman 

1  Anubhutitvam  nama  vartamanadasayam  svasattayaiva  svasrayam 
pratiprakasamanatvam,  svasattayaiva  svavisayasadhanatvarii  va  (i.  i.  i). 

a  See  £ rutaprakdsika . 
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which  stares  at  us  with  frozen  eyes  regardless  of  our  selfless 
devotion  and  silent  suffering,  is  not  the  god  of  religious  insight. 
Samkara’s  method,  according  to  Ramanuja,  leads  him  to  a 
void,  which  he  tries  to  conceal  by  a  futile  play  of  concepts. 
His  nirguna  Brahman  is  a  blank,  suggesting  to  us  the  famous 
mare  of  Orlando,  which  had  every  perfection  except  the  one 
small  defect  of  being  dead.  Such  a  Brahman  cannot  be  known 
by  any  means,  perception,  inference,  or  scripture.1  If  the 
sources  of  knowledge  are  all  relative,  they  cannot  tell  us 
of  something  which  transcends  experience  ;  if  the  scriptures 
are  unreal,  even  so  is  the  Brahman  of  which  they  relate.  In 
the  ultimate  reality  called  God  we  have  determination,  limita¬ 
tion,  difference,  other-being  which  is  at  the  same  time  dis¬ 
solved,  contained  and  gathered  together  in  the  one.  Finitude 
is  in  the  infinite  itself.  Brahman  has  internal  difference 
(svagatabheda)  and  is  a  synthetic  whole,  with  souls  and 
matter  as  his  moments  (cidacidvisista).2  The  qualities  of 
being  (sat),  consciousness  (cit),  and  bliss  (ananda)  give  to 
Brahman  a  character  and  a  personality.  Brahman’s  know¬ 
ledge  is  immediate,  and  is  not  dependent  on  the  organs  of 
sense. 3  He  is  all-knowing  and  has  direct  intuition  of  all. 
Brahman  is  the  supreme  personality,  while  the  individuals 
are  personal  in  an  imperfect  way.  Personality  implies  the 
power  to  plan  and  realise  one’s  purposes.  God  is  perfect 
personality,  since  he  contains  all  experience  within  himself 
and  is  dependent  on  nothing  external  to  him.  The  differences 
necessary  for  personality  are  contained  within  himself.  The 
most  prominent  qualities  of  God  are  knowledge,  power  and 
love  (karuna).  Out  of  his  love  God  has  created  the  world, 
established  laws,  and  helps  constantly  all  who  seek  to  attain 
perfection. 4  While  each  quality  by  itself  is  different  from 
the  others,  they  all  belong  to  one  identity  and  do  not  divide 
its  integrity  of  being.  The  Lord’s  connection  with  them  is 
natural  (svabhavika)  and  eternal  (sanatana).5  These  attri¬ 
butes  are  said  to  be  abstract,  as  distinct  from  matter  and 
souls,  which  are  also  called  the  attributes  of  God.  Isvara  is 
the  support  (adhara)  of  his  own  essential  qualities,  as  well  as 

1  i.  i.  2.  *  i.  i.  2  ;  S.D.S.,  iv.  3  i.  2.  19. 

4  Rahasyatrayasara,  xxiii.  R.B.,ii.  1.  15. 
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those  of  the  objects  dependent  on  him.1  The  Supreme  has 
"  a  divine  form  peculiar  to  itself,  not  of  the  stuff  of  prakrti 
and  not  due  to  karma/’ 2  A  body  is  not  a  mere  combination 
of  the  elements  or  something  which  is  sustained  by  prana  or 
life-breath.  It  is  not  the  seat  of  the  senses  or  the  cause  of 
pleasure-pain.  It  is,  according  to  Ramanuja,  “  any  substance 
which  a  conscious  soul  is  capable  of  completely  control]  ing 
and  supporting  for  its  own  purposes,  and  which  stands  to  the 
soul  in  an  entirely  subordinate  relation.”  3  Though  embodied, 
God  does  not  suffer,  seeing  that  karma,  and  not  embodiedness, 
is  the  cause  of  suffering.  4  He  is  the  Lord  of  karma,  for  the 
latter  by  itself  cannot  give  rise  to  the  consequences.  Action, 
which  is  non-intelligent  and  transitory,  is  incapable  of  bringing 
about  a  result  connected  with  a  future  time.  5  It  is  the 
supreme  Lord  that  bestows  the  different  forms  of  enjoyment 
in  this  and  the  heavenly  world.  We  may  say  also  that 
Brahman  is  devoid  of  form,6  though  connected  with  various 
forms,  for  “  the  individual  soul  is  connected  with  the  shape 
of  the  body  in  which  it  dwells,  since  it  participates  in  the 
pleasures  and  pains  to  which  the  body  gives  rise  ;  but,  since 
Brahman  does  not  share  these  pleasures  and  pains,  it  has  no 
form.”  7  Brahman  is  not  touched  by  the  suffering  of  souls 
or  the  mutations  of  matter.  All  evil  is  the  result  of  past 
wrong,  the  product  of  the  soul’s  life  in  sarhsara.  God  is  in 
no  way  responsible  for  it.  Above  the  endless  succession  of 
existences,  he  dwells  in  light,  where  no  shadow  can  dim  his 
glory.8  Such  a  life  is  possible  for  the  liberated  spirits  also  ; 
much  more  therefore  for  God. 9 

Souls  and  matter  are  comprehended  within  the  unity  of 
the  Lord’s  essence  and  are  related  to  the  Supreme  as  attributes 
to  a  substance,  as  parts  to  a  whole,  or  as  body  to  the  soul 10 
which  animates  it.  They  are  also  called  prakaras  or  modes, 
sesas  or  accessories,  niyamya  11  or  the  controlled,  while  God 

1  Rahasyatrayasdra,  iii.  *  i.  2.  i. 

3  ii.  1.  9-  4  i-  1.  21.  5  iii.  2.  37. 


6  Brahmaruparahitatulyam  eva. 
8  i.  1.  21. 


7  iii.  2.  14. 
9  iii.  3.  27. 


10  Cp.  Jagat  sarvam  sariram  te.  Ramdyana  Yuddhakanda,  i.  20.  26  ; 
Tiruvaymoyi ,  i.  1.  8  ;  Brh.  Up.,  v.  7. 

11  Niyam yatvam  is  defined  by  Vedanta  Desika  as  “  tatsamkalpadhina. 
sa  ttasthitipravrttikatvam .  ’  ’ 
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is  the  supporter  (prakari),  controller  (niyanta)  and  the  principal 
(sesi).1  They  are  real  and  permanent,  though  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  one  Brahman  in  all  their  modifications  and 
evolutions.  The  relation  of  body  to  soul  is  said  to  bring  out 
roughly  the  nature  of  the  dependence  of  the  world  on  God. 
Since  the  body  (sarlra)  decays  when  the  soul  departs,  it  has 
only  derivative  being  ;  the  movements  of  the  body  are  subject 
to  the  will  of  the  soul.2  The  world  stands  in  the  same  relation 
to  God,  deriving  its  being  from  him  and  subject  to  his  will. 3 
Isvara  exists,  with  the  jiva  as  his  inner  and  the  world  as  his 
outer  body.  If  souls  and  matter  are  attributes  of  God,  it 
does  not  mean  that  they  are  not  in  themselves  substances 
possessing  attributes,  with  their  own  distinct  modes,  energies 
and  activities.  The  illustration  of  the  soul  and  body  points 
out  that  the  body  has  its  own  qualities,  though  it  qualifies 
the  soul.  This  hypothesis  enables  Ramanuja  to  account  for 
the  harmony  of  the  universe  and  the  interaction  of  the  reals, 
so  as  to  form  one  world.  The  world  is  one  on  account  of  the 
supreme  mind  which  gives  organic  connection  to  the  multi¬ 
plicity  of  spiritual  reals  and  a  place  and  a  function  to  each  of 
them.  Souls  (bhokta),  matter  (bhogya),  and  God  (prerita)  4  are 
three,  on  account  of  their  natural  differences  (svarupabheda), 
but  one  on  account  of  the  identity  (aikyam)  of  the  modes 
and  substance  (prakara  and  prakari). 5  Identity  means  only 
inseparable  existence  (aprthaksiddhi). 

Ramanuja’s  conception  of  God  is  not  that  of  a  merely 
last  term  in  an  ascending  series  of  real  reflective  self-conscious 
individuals,  nor  that  of  a  merely  transcendental  Absolute 
existing  above  and  beyond  the  finite  universe.  While  the 
conscious  and  the  unconscious  objects  of  the  universe  coexist 
with  God,  they  yet  derive  their  existence  from  him  and  are 
sustained  through  him.  The  pluralistic  universe  is  real  in 
precisely  the  same  sense  as  God  is  real.  The  universe,  how¬ 
ever,  depends  on  God  as  its  ground,  its  ratio  essendi,  but  not 
as  its  cause.  God  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  simply  the  immanent 
ground,  for  then  God  will  have  to  be  conceived  as  wholly 
differentiated  into  the  “  many,”  or  the  “  many  ”  will  have  to 

1  iii  ;  R.B.,  ii.  4.  14.  2  Svarupasritam.  Samkalpadhinam. 

3  Isvarasya  rupasritam  and  icchadhinam. 

4  §vet.  Up.,  i.  5  Brahman  is  prakaravisistaprakari. 
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be  conceived  as  wholly  absorbed  into  the  undifferentiated 
oneness  of  God.  To  Ramanuja,  God  is  both  the  transcendent 
and  the  immanent  ground  of  the  world.  God  is  a  person, 
and  not  a  mere  totality  of  other  persons,  and  so  he  cannot 
be  confused  with  the  thinking  individuals  and  the  objects 
of  their  thought. 

God,  from  within  the  cosmic  order,  sustains  it  as  its 
ultimate  ground  and  support,  and  receives  it  back  on  its 
dissolution.1  Creation  and  dissolution  are  not  to  be  taken  as 
events  in  time,  but  are  to  be  interpreted  as  signifying  logical 
dependence  on  the  one  Supreme.  Brahman  alone  is  uncaused, 
while  all  the  rest  is  caused.2  Though  he  is  responsible  for 
the  world,  which  is  imperfect,  he  is  not  touched  by  its  imper¬ 
fections.  The  supreme  spirit  is  identified  with  Visnu  by 
Ramanuja,  and  the  highest  attributes  are  ascribed  to  him. 
Brahma  and  Siva  are  also  Visnu. 3 

The  divine  spirit  can  be  envisaged  in  several  ways. 
“ ‘  Brahman  ”  may  denote  the  central  unity  when  souls  and 
matter  are  regarded  as  its  attributes,  or  the  combined  whole 
when  the  real  is  said  to  be  Brahman  and  Brahman  alone. 
Brahman  is  the  supreme  reality,  of  which  the  world  is  the 
body  or  the  attribute  (visesana).  This  world  may  be  manifest, 
as  in  creation,  or  unmanifest,  as  in  pralaya.  Even  in  the 
latter  condition  the  attributes  of  souls  and  matter  exist, 
though  subtly.  The  condition  of  absolute  liberation  for  all 
is  the  consummation  of  the  world.  It  is  the  ideal  aimed  at 
by  the  process  of  the  universe.  When  it  is  realised,  the  souls 
regain  their  innocence  and  exist  in  heaven  facing  God.  Even 
nature  displays  its  sattva  form.  This  ideal  world  is  inherent 
in  God.  It  is  a  state  already  individualised.  This  condition 
cannot  be  identified  with  the  state  of  souls  and  matter  in 
pralaya.  Apart  from  the  world-body,  Isvara  has  an  ideal 
materiality,  a  sort  of  plastic  stuff,  through  which  he  displays 
his  boundless  power  of  appearing  diverse  and  multiple,  though 
he  is  inwardly  one  and  the  same.  Yet  his  essence  is  to  be 
distinguished  from  this  nityavibhuti  also. 

1  L  i.  Cp.  Tiruvaymoyi,  x.  5.  3.  Ramanuja’s  philosophy  is  called 
Visi?tadvaitam  for  the'  reason,  among  others,  that  it  insists  on  the  non- 
duahty  of  two  different  objects,  visi§tayor  advaitam. 

*  ii.  3.  9.  1  Cp.  Tiruvaymoyi,  x.  \  rJ,  1. 
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Ramanuja  supports  his  conception  of  reality  from  the 
scriptures.  The  Vedas  declare  that  Brahman  is  full  of 
auspicious  qualities.  “  Truth,  knowledge  and  infinite  is 
Brahman,”  says  the  Upanisad.  These  several  terms  refer  to 
the  one  supreme  reality  and  declare  that  the  absolute  Brahman 
is  unchangeable  perfection,  and  possesses  intelligence  which 
is  ever  uncontracted,  while  the  intelligence  of  released  souls 
was  for  some  time  in  a  contracted  condition.  It  is  infinite 
(anantam),  since  its  nature  is  free  from  all  limitations  of 
place,  time  and  substance,  and  different  in  kind  from  all 
other  things.  Infinity  characterises  the  qualities  as  well  as 
the  nature  of  Brahman,  which  is  not  the  case  with  regard  to 
the  souls  called  eternal  (nitya).1  It  is  first  without  a  second, 
since  there  is  no  other  God  than  God.  Ramanuja  admits 
that  there  are  texts  which  deny  all  predicates  to  Brahman, 
but  contends  that  they  only  deny  finite  and  false  attributes, 
and  not  all  attributes  whatsoever.  When  it  is  said  that  we 
cannot  comprehend  the  nature  of  Brahman,  it  only  means 
that  the  glory  of  Brahman  is  so  vast  that  it  eludes  the  grasp 
of  the  finite  mind.  The  texts  which  deny  plurality  are 
explained  as  intended  to  deny  the  real  existence  of  things 
apart  from  the  supreme  spirit  which  is  identical  with  all 
things.  The  supreme  spirit  subsists  in  all  forms  as  the 
soul  of  all  (sarvasyatmataya).  In  the  highest  intuition  the 
Upanisads  declare  that  “  one  sees  nothing  else,  hears  nothing 
else,  and  knows  nothing  else  ”  than  Brahman.  Ramanuja 
explains  that  “  when  the  meditating  devotee  realises  the 
intuition  (anubhava)  of  Brahman,  which  consists  of  absolute 
bliss,  he  does  not  see  anything  apart  from  it,  since  the  whole 
aggregate  of  things  is  contained  within  the  essence  (svarupa) 
and  outward  manifestation  (vibhuti)  of  Brahman.2  Ramanuja 
interprets  the  famous  text,  “  Tat  tvam  asi,”  in  accordance 
with  his  view  of  knowledge.  Samkara  is  of  opinion  that  the 
passage,  “  That  art  thou,”  is  intended  to  bring  out  the 
metaphysical  identity  between  Brahman  and  the  individual 
soul,  when  their  special  characteristics  are  ignored.  In  the 
judgment,  “  This  is  that  Devadatta,”  the  idea  conveyed  is 
of  Devadatta  and  him  alone.  To  understand  the  identity 

*  Desakalavastuparicchedarahitam  .  .  .  sakaletaravastuvijatiyam  (i.  i.  2). 

1  i.  3-  7- 
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between  S  and  P  we  must  eliminate  thisness  and  thatness. 
Until  we  do  so,  S  and  P  are  never  identical,  and  the  sentence 
would  be  affirming  a  contradiction.  So  the  text,  “  That  art 
thou,”  means  the  absolute  oneness  of  Brahman  and  the 
individual  soul,  which  we  should  realise  when  we  drop  the 
imagined  distinctions  produced  by  avidya.  Ramanuja  argues 
against  this  contention  and  holds  that  every  judgment  is  a 
synthesis  of  distincts.  When  Brahman  and  the  individual 
soul  are  placed  in  the  relation  of  subject  and  predicate 
(samanadhikaranya),1  it  follows  that  there  is  a  difference 
between  the  two.  Subject  and  predicate  are  distinct  meanings 
referred  to  the  same  substance.  If  the  two  meanings  cannot 
coinhere  in  the  same  substance,  the  judgment  fails.  We 
distinguish  subject  and  predicate  in  their  meaning  or  inten¬ 
sion,  but  unite  them  in  their  application  or  extension.  So 
the  text,  “  That  art  thou,”  brings  out  the  complex  nature  of 
the  ultimate  reality,  which  has  individual  souls  inhering  in 
it.2 3 * 5  Brahman  and  the  jiva  are  related  as  substance  and 
attribute  (visesa  and  visesana),  or  soul  and  body. 3  If  there 
were  not  a  difference  between  the  two,  we  could  not  say  that 
the  one  is  the  other.  There  are  statements  recorded  in  the 
scripture  where  the  mystic  soul  identifies  himself  with  the 
supreme  and  calls  on  others  to  worship  him.  Indra’s  state¬ 
ment,  “  Meditate  on  me,”  and  Vamadeva’s  declaration,  “  I 
am  Manu,  I  am  Surya,”  are  interpreted  by  Ramanuja  as 
affirming  the  view  that  Brahman  is  the  inner  sell  of  all 
(sarvantaratmatvam).4  Since  the  infinite  one  dwells  in  all, 
he  may  be  said  to  dwell  in  any  individual,  and  so  one  can 
say  with  Prahlada  that  as  Brahman  “  constitutes  my  ‘  I  ’ 
also,  all  is  from  me,  I  am  all,  within  me  is  all.”  5  All  words, 
directly  or  indirectly,  refer  to  Brahman.6 

1  Samanam  =  ekam,  adhikaranam  =  visesananam  adharabhutam  vise- 
syam. 

1  See  also  ii.  i.  23. 

3  Jivaparamatmanoh  sarlratmabhavena  tadatmyam  na  viruddham.  See 
Veddrthasamgraha,  pp.  32,  35,  44  and  no. 

'  4  i.  1.  31. 

5  Visyu  P.,  i.  19.  85,  quoted  in  R.B.,  i.  1.  31. 

Sarvagatvad  anantasya  sa  evaham  avasthitah 
Mattas  sarvam  aharii  sarvam  mayi  sarvarh  sanatane. 

6  Veddrthasamgraha,  p.  30. 
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The  Vaisnava  theology  is  based  on  the  Vedas  and  the  Agamas, 
the  Puranas  and  the  Prabandham.  The  Vedas  speak  of  the  Absolute 
in  itself  and  the  inner  ruler.  The  Pancaratra  Agamas  accept  the  theory 
of  Vyuhas  or  manifestations.  The  Puranas  inculcate  the  worship  of 
the  avatars,  such  as  Rama  and  Krsna.  The  Dravida  Prabandham  is 
full  of  devotional  utterances  addressed  to  the  images  in  the  shrines  of 
South  India.  So  it  is  said  that  the  one  Absolute  identified  with  Visnu 
exists  in  five  different  modes,  images  and  the  like  (area),  incarnations 
(vibhava),  manifestations  (vyuha)  like  Samkarsana,  Vasudeva,  Prady- 
umna  and  Aniruddha,  the  subtle  (suksma)  form  of  Vasudeva  or  the 
supreme  spirit  and  the  inner  ruler  of  all  (antaryamin).  Sometimes 
the  highest  mode  (para)  is  said  to  be  Narayana  or  Brahman  living  in 
Vaikuntha,1  where  God  is  said  to  exist  in  a  body  made  of  pure  sattva. 
God  in  his  infinite  fulness  transcends  his  own  manifestations.  The 
perfect  personality  of  God  is  not  exhausted  in  its  cosmical  aspects. 
God  has  his  own  independent  life,  rendering  possible  personal  relations 
with  him.  In  Vaikuntha,  the  Lord  is  seated  on  the  serpent  Sesa, 
supported  by  his  consort  Laksmi.  Laksmi,  the  imaginative  symbol 
of  the  creative  energy  of  God,  becomes  in  later  Vaisnavism  the  divine 
mother  of  the  universe,  who  sometimes  intercedes  with  God  on  behalf 
of  weak  and  erring  humanity.  She  is  the  power  united  eternally 
with  the  Lord.  While  Isvara  symbolises  justice,  Laksml  stands  for 
mercy,  and  the  two  qualities  are  united  in  the  godhead.  Laksmi,  the 
Sakti  of  Visnu,  has  the  two  forms  of  kriya  or  the  principle  of  regulation 
and  control,  and  bhuti  or  the  principle  of  becoming.  These,  answer¬ 
ing  to  force  and  matter,  enable  Visnu  to  become  the  efficient  and  the 
material  causes  of  the  universe.  The  Supreme  has  the  six  perfections 
of  knowledge,  energy,  strength,  lordship,  vigour  and  brilliance.3  While 
the  highest  spirit  Vasudeva  possesses  all  the  six  perfections,  the  three 
other  vjmhas  possess  only  two  of  these.  The  vyuhas,  according  to 
Ramanuja,  are  the  forms  which  the  highest  Brahman  assumes  out 
of  tenderness  for  his  devotees.  They  are  respectively  the  rulers  of 
individual  souls  (Samkarsana),  minds  (Pradyumna)  and  egoity  (Anirud¬ 
dha). 3  The  Vibhavarupas  are  the  incarnations  of  Visnu.  In  his 
Introduction  to  the  Gitabhasya,  Ramanuja  says  that  God  in  his  infinite 
mercy  “  assumed  various  forms  without  putting  away  his  own 
essential  godlike  nature,  and  time  after  time  incarnated  himself  .  .  . 
descending  not  only  with  the  purpose  of  relieving  the  burden  of  the 
earth,  but  also  to  be  accessible  to  men,  even  such  as  we  are,  so 
revealing  himself  to  the  world  as  to  be  visible  to  the  sight  of  all,  and 
doing  such  other  marvellous  deeds  as  to  ravish  the  hearts  and  eyes 
of  all  beings,  high  and  low.”  Ramanuja’s  God  is  not  an  impassive 
absolute  who  looks  down  upon  us  from  the  height  of  heaven,  but  joins 
us  in  the  experiences  of  our  life,  shares  our  ends  and  works  for  the 


1  Parabrahmaparavasudevadivacyo  narayanab  (Y atindramatadipika) . 

*  See  also  Vi§yu  P.,  vi.  5.  79.  3  R.B.,  ii.  2.  40. 
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upbuilding  of  the  world.  The  avatars  are  literally  the  descents 
from  the  supernatural  (aprakrta)  to  the  natural  (prakrta)  order. 
They  are  principal  (mukliya)  or  subordinate  (gauna).  When  Visnu 
himself  interferes  with  the  natural  order,  we  have  a  case  of  the 
former;  the  inspired  souls1 2  are  the  subordinate  incarnations.  The 
avatars  are  worshipped  by  the  seeker  for  freedom,  while  the  latter 
are  resorted  to  by  those  who  desire  wealth,  power  and  influence. 
God  dwells  in  duly  consecrated  images  (pratima  or  vigraha). 
Arthapancaka  speaks  of  the  suffering  which  the  Lord  out  of  his 
love  for  men  undergoes  in  permitting  himself  to  be  embodied  in 
an  idol.3 4 5  God,  as  the  antaryamin,  dwells  in  all  beings  and 
accompanies  the  soul  in  all  its  wanderings  through  heaven  and 
hell.  The  God  in  man  is  like  a  flash  of  lightning  in  the  heart  of  a 
blue  cloud. 3  God,  as  antaryamin,  is  said  to  be  the  highest  of  all. 4 


XII 

The  Individual  Soul 

The  absoluteness  of  God  is  qualified  in  Ramanuja  so  as  to 
admit  of  the  existence,  within  the  scope  of  his  universal 
activity,  of  free  spirits,  who,  though  they  draw  all  they  are 
from  God,  yet  possess  such  spontaneity  and  choice  that  they 
deserve  to  be  called  persons.  Ramanuja  wages  a  vigorous  and 
telling  polemic  against  those  who  regard  persons  as  vain  varia¬ 
tions  of  the  self-same  absolute.  The  individual  soul,  through 
a  mode  of  the  supreme,  is  real,  unique,  eternal,  endowed 
with  intelligence  and  self-consciousness,  without  parts,  un¬ 
changing,  imperceptible  and  atomic.  5  It  is  different  from  the 
body,  the  senses,  vital  breath,  and  even  buddhi.  It  is  the 
knower,  the  agent  (kart a)  and  the  enjoyer  (bhokta).  It  is 
attached,  on  the  human  plane,  to  the  gross  body,  the  vital 

1  Avesavataras. 

2  “  Though  omniscient,  he  appears  as  ignorant,  though  spirit  as  non¬ 
spirit,  though  his  own  master  as  one  who  is  in  the  power  of  men,  though 
omnipotent  as  powerless,  though  entirely  free  from  needs  as  having  needs, 
though  all-protecting  as  helpless,  though  lord  like  servant,  though  invisible 
as  visible,  though  unseizable  as  seizable.” 

3  Nilatoyadamadhyastha  vidyullekheva  bhasvara  (in  Vedarthasamgraha) 

4  Cp.  Paricavytrarahasya. 

Purvapurvoditopasti  visesakslnakalmasah. 

Uttarottaramurtmam  upastyadhikrto  bhavet. 

See  S.D.S.,  iv. 

5  ii.  2.  ig-  32;  ii.  3.  iS.  Yatlndramatadlpikd,  viii 
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breath,  which  is  an  instrument  as  much  as  the  sense  organs,1 
the  five  organs  of  action  and  manas.  Manas  reveals  to  the 
soul  the  inner  states  and,  with  the  aid  of  the  senses,  conveys 
a  knowledge  of  the  outer  states.  The  functions  of  manas  are 
threefold  :  decision  (adhyavasaya) ,  self-love  (abhimana),  and 
reflection  (cinta).2 3 * *  The  atomic  jiva  has  its  seat  in  the 
hrtpadma.  In  deep  sleep  it  rests  in  it  and  in  the  highest 
self. 3  Sleep  is  not  a  breach  of  the  continuity  of  the  self,  as  is 
evident  from  the  continuity  of  work,  from  the  fact  of  memory, 
from  the  statements  of  scripture,  and  from  the  adequacy  of 
the  hypothesis  to  ethical  injunctions. 4  In  spite  of  the  atomic 
size  of  the  jiva,  through  its  attribute  of  knowledge  which 
expands  and  contracts,  it  is  able  to  feel  pleasure  and  pain  all 
over  the  body,  even  as  the  flame  of  the  lamp,  though  tiny 
in  itself,  illumines  many  things  by  means  of  its  light,  which 
is  capable  of  contraction  and  expansion.  5  It  can  apprehend 
objects  far  away  in  space  and  remote  in  time.  The  cognition 
of  the  souls,  as  in  the  case  of  God,  is  eternal  in  character, 
self-sustained,  extends  over  all  things,  and  is  valid  ;  albeit 
its  range  is  narrowed  on  account  of  defects,  such  as  past 
karma  and  the  like.6 7  The  plurality  of  souls  is  evident  from 
the  distribution  of  pleasures  and  pains.  7  Until  liberation, 
they  are  bound  to  prakrti,  which  serves  as  a  vehicle  (vahana) 
to  the  jiva,  even  as  a  horse  does  to  the  rider.  The  bondage 
to  the  body,  “  this  muddy  vesture  of  decay,”  obstructs  the 
vision  of  the  eternal  and  prevents  the  soul  from  recognising 
its  kinship  with  God. 

The  soul  remains  unchanged  in  its  essential  nature  through 
all  the  processes  of  birth  and  death.  It  is  born  many  times 
into  the  sensible  world  and  departs  from  it  again  ;  but  through¬ 
out  it  maintains  its  identity.  At  each  pralaya,  or  destruction 
of  the  world,  the  particular  forms  of  the  souls  are  destroyed, 
though  the  souls  themselves  are  indestructible.  They  cannot 

1  ii.  4.  10. 

1  It  is  called  buddhi,  ahamkara  and  citta  according  to  these  three 
functions. 

3  iii.  2.  9.  4  iii.  2.  7.  5  ii.  3.  24-26. 

6  Isvarasyeva  jivanam  api  nityam  jnanam  svatas  ca  sarvavisayam 

pramatmakam  ca,  tattatkarmadidosavasat  samkucitavisayam  (Vedanta 

Desika  :  Sesvara  Mimamsd). 

7  ii.  1.  15. 
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escape  the  consequences  of  their  past  lives,  and  they  are 
again  thrust  into  the  world  at  the  new  creation  with  appro¬ 
priate  endowments.  Association  with  or  dissociation  from 
bodies,  resulting  in  the  contraction  or  expansion  of  intelligence, 
is  what  is  meant  by  birth  or  death,  and,  until  release,  the 
souls  are  attached  of  necessity  to  bodies,  though  in  pralaya 
they  are  connected  with  subtle  stuff  which  does  not  admit 
of  differentiation  by  name  and  form.1  The  self  cannot  bear 
witness  to  its  own  past,  since  memory  does  not  reach  beyond 
the  present  embodiment. 

The  characteristic  essence  of  the  jiva  is  the  consciousness 
of  self  (aharhbuddhi).  It  is  not  a  mere  attribute  of  the  self, 
which  might  perish,  leaving  the  essential  nature  of  the  self 
unaffected.  Self-distinction  constitutes  the  very  being  of  the 
self.  Were  it  not  so,  there  would  be  no  point  in  striving  for 
liberation.  In  the  states  of  bondage  and  release  the  soul 
retains  its  character  of  a  knowing  subject  (jnata).  The  self 
is  also  an  active  agent.  It  is  because  acts  belong  to  the  soul 
that  it  suffers  the  consequences  of  its  acts.  Simply  because 
it  has  the  power  to  act  it  does  not,  however,  follow  that  it 
always  acts.  So  long  as  the  souls  are  attached  to  bodies 
due  to  karma,  their  acts  are  largely  determined  ;  but  when 
freed  from  the  bodies,  they  realise  their  wishes  by  their  mere 
will  (samkalpad  eva). 

The  jiva  is  not  one  with  God,  since  it  differs  in  essential 
character  from  him.  It  is  said  to  be  a  part  (arhsa)  of  Brahman. 
Though  it  cannot  be  a  part  cut  out  of  the  whole,  since  Brahman 
admits  of  no  divisions,2  yet  it  is  comprised  within  the  universal 
self.  Ramanuja  says  that  the  souls  are  parts  in  the  sense  of 
visesanas,  qualified  forms  or  modes  of  Brahman. 3  The  souls 
are  regarded  as  the  effects  of  Brahman,  since  they  cannot 

1  iii.  2.  5.  *  ii.  3.  42. 

3  “  The  individual  soul  is  a  part  (amsa)  of  the  highest  self,  as  the  light 
issuing  from  a  luminous  thing,  such  as  fire  or  the  sun,  is  a  part  of  that  body, 
or  as  the  generic  characteristics  of  a  cow  or  a  horse,  and  the  white  or  black 
colour  of  things  so  coloured,  are  attributes  and  hence  parts  of  the  things 
in  which  those  attributes  inhere,  or  as  the  body  is  part  of  an  embodied  being. 
For  by  a  part  is  meant  that  which  constitutes  one  place  (ekadesa)  of  something  ; 
a  distinguishing  attribute  (visesana)  is  a  part  of  the  thing  distinguished  by 
that  attribute  (visisfavastu).  Though  the  attribute  and  the  substance 
stand  to  each  other  in  the  relation  of  part  and  whole,  yet  we  observe  them 
to  differ  in  essential  character  ”  (ii.  3.  45). 
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exist  apart  from  him,  and  yet  they  are  not  produced  effects, 
as  ether  and  the  like.  The  essential  nature  of  the  soul  does 
not  alter.  The  change  of  state  it  undergoes  relates  to  the 
contraction  and  expansion  of  intelligence,  while  the  changes 
on  which  the  production,  e.g.,  of  ether  depend  are  changes 
of  essential  nature.1  Characteristics  of  the  soul,  such  as 
liability  to  pain,  do  not  belong  to  God.  He  alone  is  free 
from  the  changes  of  essential  nature,  characteristic  of  non- 
conscious  objects,  and  of  contraction  and  expansion,  charac¬ 
teristic  of  the  souls. 

The  indwelling  of  the  supreme  spirit  does  not  deprive  the 
jiva  of  its  autonomy  of  will,  though  the  mere  effort  of  the 
individual  soul  is  not  enough  for  action.  The  co-operation 
of  the  supreme  spirit  is  also  necessary.2  Though  emphasising 
the  autonomy  of  the  individual  soul  in  determining  its  future, 
and  though  admitting  that  a  good  man  can  transcend  the 
merely  natural  laws  of  the  universe,  Ramanuja  declares  that 
God  alone  is  the  supreme  moral  personality,  free  from  all 
bondage  to  matter  and  karma.3  God  is  called  the  sesi,  or  the 
sovereign  lord,  between  whom  and  the  individual  souls  exists 
the  relation  of  lord  and  liege  expressed  by  the  phrase  se§a- 
sesibhava.  Sesitva  is  the  absolute  power  of  God  to  deal  with 
the  soul. 4 

The  questions  of  human  freedom  and  divine  sovereignty 
assume  great  importance  in  Ramanuja’s  philosophy,  since  he 
is  anxious  to  emphasise  both.  Individual  souls  depend 
entirely  on  God  for  their  activity.  God  declares  what  is 
good  and  what  is  bad,  supplies  souls  with  bodies,  gives  them 
power  to  employ  them,  and  is  also  the  cause  in  an  ultimate 
sense  of  the  freedom  and  bondage  of  the  souls.  Yet,  if  the 
world  has  in  it  so  much  suffering  and  misery,  it  is  not  God 
that  is  responsible  for  it,  but  man,  who  has  the  power  to 
work  for  good  or  evil.  The  will  of  man  seems  to  constitute 
a  limitation  of  the  absoluteness  of  God.  The  souls,  which 
have  freedom  of  choice,  may  act  so  as  to  interfere  with  the 

1  Svarupanyathabhavalaksana,  ii.  3.  i3. 

*  ii.  3-  41.  .  ?  i.  1.  21.  . 

4  Cp.  with  this  Lotze's  theory  that  the  soul  is  aware  of  its  own  unity 
and  is  a  real  individual  distinct  from  God  and  from  every  other  soul,  though 
che  soul  derives  its  cnaracter  from  che  creative  and  sustaining  nature  of  God. 
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will  of  God.  If  the  absolute  God  is  obliged  to  take  note  of 
and  act  according  to  the  law  of  karma,  he  is  not  absolute. 
Ramanuja  escapes  from  this  difficulty  by  urging  that  God  is 
ultimately  the  cause  of  the  actions  of  all  men.  But  this  is 
not  Calvinism,  for  God  acts  according  to  certain  laws  which 
are  the  expression  of  his  nature.  God  does  not  make  the 
soul  do  good  or  evil  acts  according  to  his  caprice,  but  shows 
his  constancy  of  nature  by  acting  according  to  the  law  of 
karma.  If  the  law  of  karma  is  independent  of  God,  then 
God’s  absoluteness  is  compromised.  The  critic  who  declares 
that  we  cannot  save  the  independence  of  God  without  sacri¬ 
ficing  the  doctrine  of  karma  has  not  the  right  conception  of 
the  Hindu  idea  of  God.  The  law  of  karma  expresses  the  will 
of  God.  The  order  of  karma  is  set  up  by  God,  who  is  the  ruler 
of  karma  (karmadhyaksah).  Since  the  law  is  dependent  on 
God’s  nature,  God  himself  may  be  regarded  as  rewarding  the 
righteous  and  punishing  the  wicked.1  To  show  that  the  law 
of  karma  is  not  independent  of  God,  it  is  sometimes  said 
that,  though  God  can  suspend  the  law  of  karma,  still  he  does 
not  will  to  do  so.2  Pledged  to  execute  the  moral  law  which 
is  the  eternal  expression  of  his  righteous  will,  he  permits  evil 

1  ii.  2.  3  ;  iii.  2.  4. 

1  Lokacarya  says  :  “  Though,  on  account  of  his  power  to  do  as  he  likes, 
God  can  liberate  at  one  and  the  same  time  all  the  souls  by  circumventing, 
i.e.  removing,  the  karma  of  the  soul,  which  depends  on  him  for  its  essence, 
permanence,  and  the  like,  his  decision  that  he  will  subject  the  souls  to  the 
restrictions  of  the  scriptures,  i.e.  the  law  of  karma,  is  due  to  his  mere  wish 
for  the  joy  of  the  play."  Yattheccham  kartum  saktatvat  sakalatmano  ’pi 
yugapad  eva  muktan  kartum  samarthatve  'pi  svadhmasvarupasthityadinat- 
manah  karma  vyajikrtya  durlkrtya  sastramaryadaya  tan  anglkuryam  ittham 
sthiti  lllarasecchayaiva  ( Tattvatraya ,  p.  108).  God  is  the  first  cause,  while 
karma  is  the  secondary  one.  “  The  divine  being  .  .  .  having  engaged  in 
sport  befitting  his  might  and  greatness  (svamahatmyanugunalnapravrttah), 
and  having  settled  that  work  (karma),  is  of  a  twofold  nature  (dvaividhyam) , 
good  and  evil,  and  having  bestowed  on  all  individual  souls  bodies  and  sense- 
organs  enabling  them  to  enter  on  such  work  and  the  power  to  control  their 
bodies  and  organs  (tanniyamanasakti),  and  having  himself  entered  into 
their  souls  as  their  inner  self,  abides  within  them.  .  .  .  The  souls  endowed 
with  all  the  powers  imparted  to  them  by  the  Lord  .  .  .  apply  themselves 
on  their  own  part  and  in  accordance  with  their  own  wishes  to  work  out 
good  or  evil  (svayam  eva  svecchanugunyena  punyapunyarupe  karmani 
upadadate).  Die  Lord  then  recognising  him  who  performs  good  acts  as 
one  who  conforms  to  his  commands,  blesses  him  with  piety  and  wealth, 
happiness  and  release,  while  he  makes  him  who  transgresses  his  commands 
experience  the  opposites  of  all  these  ”  (ii.  2.  3). 
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which  he  might  otherwise  arrest.  The  inner  ruler  has  regard 
in  all  cases  to  the  volitional  effort  which  prompts  a  man’s 
action.1  He  does  not  care  to  upset  his  own  laws  and  interfere 
with  the  world-scheme.  God,  though  immanent  in  the  world, 
does  not  wish  to  be  intrusive. 

There  are  three  classes  of  jlvas:  eternal  (nitya),  or  those 
who  dwell  in  Vaikuntha,  enjoying  bliss  and  free  from  karma 
and  prakrti;  the  freed  (mukta),  or  those  who  achieve  libera¬ 
tion  through  their  wisdom,  virtue  and  devotion;  the  bound 
(baddha),  or  those  who  wander  in  samsara  owing  to  their 
ignorance  and  selfishness.2  While  the  soul  can  rise  to  the 
highest,  it  can  also  sink  to  the  lowest,  becoming  more  and 
more  immersed  in  the  body  till  the  life  of  intelligence  is  lost, 
as  it  were,  in  the  obscure  animal  movements  of  sensation 
and  appetite. 3  The  souls  wandering  in  samsara  are  distin¬ 
guished  into  four  classes:  celestial  or  superhuman,  human, 
animal,  and  stationary  (sthavara).  While  all  souls  are  of  one 
kind,  their  distinctions  are  due  to  the  bodies  with  which  they 
are  associated.  Even  caste  differences  among  the  souls  are 
due  to  their  connection  with  different  kinds  of  bodies.  In 
themselves,  the  souls  are  neither  human  nor  heavenly,  neither 
Brahmin  nor  Sudra.  The  souls  in  samsara  are  grouped  into 
those  desirous  of  enjoyment  and  those  desirous  of  deliverance. 
Until  the  soul  attains  release  it  has  to  be  reborn  to  experience 
the  fruits  of  karma.  The  soul,  when  moving  towards  another 
embodiment,  is  enveloped  by  the  rudiments  of  the  elements  4 
which  serve  as  the  substrate  of  life. 5  The  subtle  body  persists 
so  long  as  the  state  of  bondage  lasts.6  The  released  go  by 
the  devayana,  the  good  go  by  pitryana,  while  the  wicked 
return  to  earth  immediately,  without  passing  to  the  moon. 
There  are  agents  of  God  who  lead  the  soul  on  its  upward 
way. 7  If  souls  are  in  any  way  sharers  in  the  divine  nature, 
they  must  have  once  possessed  its  freedom  and  purity.  How 
did  they  lose  these  and  transfer  themselves  to  the  rule  of 
karma?  Ramanuja  holds  that  neither  reason  nor  scripture 

1  ii.  8.  41. 

a  See  Rahasyatrayasara,  iv.  There  are  some  Visistadvaitins  who  believe 
in  those  who  are  for  ever  bound  to  the  wheel  of  samsara  (nityabaddhah). 
See  Tattvamuktakalapa,  ii.  27-28. 

3  i.  1.  4.  4  iii.  1.  1.  5  iii.  1.  3. 

6  iv.  2.  9,  and  iii.  3,  30.  ?  iv.  3.  4. 
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can  tell  us  how  karma  got  the  souls  into  its  power,  because 
the  cosmic  process  is  beginninglcss  (anadi). 

XIII 

Matter 

Prakrti  or  matter,  kala  or  time,  and  suddhatattva  or  pure 
matter,  are  the  three  non-conscious  substances.  They  are 
objects  of  experience  (bhogya),  liable  to  changes  and  indifferent 
to  the  ends  of  man.1  The  existence  of  prakrti  is  not  an  object 
of  perception  or  of  inference.  It  is  accepted  on  the  authority 
of  the  scripture.2  Its  three  qualities  of  sattva,  rajas  and 
tamas  are  evolved  in  it  at  the  time  of  the  world-creation. 
In  pralaya  matter  exists  in  an  extremely  subtle  condition, 
without  distinction  of  name  and  form,  and  is  called  tamas. 
Matter  is  uncreated  (aja),  though  its  forms  appear  and  dis¬ 
appear. 

At  creation,  from  the  tamas  mahat  appears  ;  from  mahat  ahamkara 
or  bhutadi.  From  sattvika  ahamkara  arise  the  eleven  senses,  from 
the  tamasa,  the  five  tanmatras,  or  five  elements,  and  rajasahamkara 
helps  both  these  processes. 3  From  ahaiiikara  comes  the  subtle  element 
of  sound  and  then  akaia  ;  from  akaia  comes  the  subtle  element  of 
touch,  and  then  air  and  so  on  for  the  other  elements  also.  From  the 
qualities  of  sound,  touch,  etc.,  we  infer  corresponding  substances. 
Sound  is  in  all  the  elements.  The  feeling  of  touch  is  of  three  kinds, 
hot,  cold  and  neutral.  There  are  five  colours,  which  are  subject  to 
changes  under  the  action  of  heat.  The  Visistadvaitins  do  not  admit 
any  real  space  independent  of  aka§a,  and  argue  that  we  fix  certain 
points  in  it  as  east  where  the  sun  rises  and  west  where  it  sets,  and 
measure  proximity  and  distance  from  these  standpoints. 4  Prana  or 
vital  breath,  is  not  to  be  confused  with  the  senses,  but  is  only  a  peculiar 
condition  (avasthavi£esa)  of  air.  5  Unlike  the  Samkhya,  the  Vi£ist- 
advaita  holds  that  the  development  of  prakrti  is  caused  and  controlled 
by  Isvara.6 

Kala  or  time  is  given  an  independent  place.  It  is  the 
form  of  all  existence. 7  It  is  an  object  of  perception.  Dis- 

*  S.D.S.,  iv.  a  Tattvamuktakalapa,  i.  n. 

3  Sarvdrthasid..Jfti,  i.  n.  4  Tattvamuktakalapa,  i.  48. 

s  Ibid.,  i.  53-54.  6  Sarvdrthasiddhi,  i.  16. 

7  According  to  Tattvatraya,  kala  is  tattvasunyam. 
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tinctions  of  days,  months,  etc.,  are  based  on  the  relations 
of  time.1 

While  prakrti  has  the  three  gunas  of  sattva,  rajas  and 
tamas,  suddhatattva  has  only  sattva.  It  is  the  stuff  of  the 
body  of  God  in  his  condition  of  nityavibhuti.  It  does  not 
conceal  the  nature  within.  God  reveals  himself  as  a  cosmic 
force  through  his  lilavibhuti  with  the  aid  of  prakrti,  and  in 
his  transcendent  existence  through  his  nityavibhuti  with  the 
aid  of  Suddhatattva. 

All  these  non-conscious  entities  work  in  obedience  to  the 
will  of  God.2  They  are  not  in  themselves  good  or  bad,  but 
happen  to  please  or  pain  the  individuals  according  to  their 
karma.  It  is  God  that  determines  their  behaviour,  for  “  if 
the  effects  of  things  depended  on  their  own  nature  alone, 
everything  would  at  all  times  be  productive  for  all  persons 
either  of  pleasure  or  of  pain  only.  But  this  is  not  observed 
to  be  the  case.”  “  To  the  highest  Brahman,  which  is  subject 
to  itself  only,  the  same  connection  is  the  source  of  playful 
sport,  consisting  in  this,  that  he  guides  and  controls  those 
things  in  various  ways.”  3  The  world  will  appear  to  be 
essentially  blissful  to  one  who  has  freed  himself  from  all 
bonds  of  karma  and  avidya.  While  both  souls  and  matter 
constitute  the  body  or  the  attributes  of  God,  he  is  directly 
connected  with  the  souls  and  only  indirectly  with  matter, 
which  is  controlled  by  the  souls.  Matter  is  more  completely 
dependent  on  Brahman  than  the  souls,  which  have  freedom 
of  choice.  The  latter  can  partake  in  the  divine  life,  and  thus 
be  lifted  above  change  and  death. 


XIV 

Creation 

According  to  Ramanuja,  every  effect  involves  a  material 
cause,  and  the  effect  of  the  world  implies  free  existing  souls 
and  unevolved  matter.  Though  souls  and  matter  are  the  modes 
(prakaras)  of  God,  they  have  enjoyed  the  kind  of  individual 

1  Upadhibhedati  ( Tattvamuktakalapa ,  i.  69).  1  ii.  2.  2. 

3  iii.  2.  12. 
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existence  which  is  theirs  from  all  eternity,  and  cannot  be 
entirely  resolved  into  Brahman.  They  have  a  sort  of  secondary 
subsistence,  which  is  enough  to  enable  them  to  develop  on 
their  own  lines.  They  exist  in  two  different  conditions  which 
periodically  alternate,  the  first  being  a  subtle  state  when 
they  do  not  possess  the  qualities  by  which  they  are  ordinarily 
known,  when  there  is  no  distinction  of  individual  name  and 
form,  when  matter  is  unevolved  (avyakta)  and  intelligence  is 
contracted  (sarakucita).  It  is  the  state  of  pralaya  when 
Brahman  is  said  to  be  in  a  causal  condition  (karanavastha). 
When  creation  takes  place  on  account  of  the  will  of  the  Lord, 
subtle  matter  becomes  gross  and  souls  enter  into  connection 
with  material  bodies  corresponding  to  the  degree  of  merit  or 
demerit  acquired  by  them  in  previous  forms  of  existence,  and 
their  intelligence  undergoes  a  certain  amount  of  expansion 
(vikasa).  Brahman,  with  souls  and  matter  thus  manifested, 
is  said  to  be  in  the  effect  condition  (karyavastha) .  Creation 
and  destruction  are  only  relative  and  signify  different  states 
of  the  same  causal  substance,  namely  Brahman.1  Souls  and 
matter  have  a  twofold  existence,  a  causal  existence  and  an 
effect  existence.  In  their  causal  existence  the  souls  are 
unmaterialised  and  nature  is  in  equipoise  ;  but  when  the 
time  for  creation  comes,  the  souls,  under  the  influence  of  their 
karma,  disturb  the  equilibrium  of  the  three  gunas,  and  prakrti 
works  out  the  fruits  of  their  karma  under  divine  providence. 
It  is  to  enable  the  souls  to  undergo  the  experiences  for  which 
their  deeds  have  entitled  them  that  creation  is  brought  about. 
God  creates  the  world  to  suit  the  karma  of  the  souls.  In  this 
sense  God’s  creative  act  is  not  independent  or  absolute.2 

According  to  the  Pancaratra  account,  a  distinction  is  made  between 
pure  creation  (£uddhasrsti)  and  gross  creation.  The  former  is  not  so 
much  a  creation  as  the  everlasting  expression  of  the  inwardness  of 
God’s  being,  wherein  the  qualities  of  God,  omniscience  (jnana),  lord- 
ship  centred  in  unimpeded  activity  (aisvarya),  power  to  originate  the 
cosmos  (sakti),  strength  to  support  all  (bala),  changelessness  (virya) 
and  the  divine  self-sufficiency  and  splendour  (tejas)  manifest  them¬ 
selves.  These  qualities  form  the  body  of  Vasudeva  and  Laksmf,  or 
of  Vasudeva  associated  with  Laksmi.  The  Vyuhas  and  the  Vibhavas 
also  belong  to  the  pure  creation.  Vaikuntha,  which  has  for  its 


*  See  K.B.G.,  xiii.  2  ;  ix.  7. 
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material  cause  6uddhasattva  belongs  to  the  pure  creation.1  The  gross 
creation  takes  place  in  the  order  already  mentioned  by  means  of 
prakrti,  composed  of  the  three  gunas.3  For  God,  the  creation  of  the 
world  is  said  to  be  mere  lila  or  sport.  3  The  metaphor  of  lila  brings 
out  the  disinterestedness,  freedom  and  joy  underlying  the  act  of 
creation.  It  enables  Ramanuja  to  insist  on  the  absolute  freedom  and 
independence  of  God.  Nature  and  souls  are  instruments  of  God’s 
play,  and  cannot  at  any  time  offer  any  resistance  to  his  will.  The 
whole  drama  is  undertaken  by  the  Lord  at  his  own  sweet  will. 4 

Samkara’s  difficulty,  that  from  Brahman,  which  is  absolute 
perfection,  the  world  of  imperfection  cannot  be  said  to  take 
its  rise,  at  any  rate  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  finite  mind 
to  account  for  the  rise  of  the  finite  from  out  of  the  infinite, 
does  not  trouble  Ramanuja,  since  he  is  willing  to  accept  on 
the  authority  of  the  sruti  that  the  finite  springs  from  the 
infinite.  What  the  sruti  says  must  be  capable  of  being 
logically  determined.  Does  it  or  does  it  not  depend  on  the 
will  of  God  that  there  be  unevolved  matter  and  immaterial 
souls  ?  It  is  quite  true  that  these  given  elements,  on  which 
the  divine  will  is  dependent  in  creation,  are  not  given  from 
outside,  as  Madhva  believes,  but  inhere  in  God  as  his  modes. 
At  any  rate,  the  will  of  God  is  dependent  on  their  pre-existence. 
It  is  theoretically  possible  to  imagine  that  with  a  different 
kind  of  material  the  world  could  have  been  shaped  better. 
God  could  not  choose  the  best  of  all  possible  worlds,  but  was 
obliged  to  make  the  best  of  the  given  one.  Brahman  has 
absolutely  non-conditioned  existence^  which  is  not  the  case 
with  non-intelligent  matter,  which  is  the  abode  of  change  and 
the  souls  implicated  in  matter.  But  it  is  difficult  to  conceive 
how  Brahman  could  be  supposed  to  be  unchangeable  in  view 
of  the  changing  conditions  of  his  attributes,  souls  and  matter. 

1  The  Bengal  School  of  Vaisnavism  accepts  this  scheme,  but  substitutes 
for  Visnu  and  LaksmI,  Krsna  and  Radha. 

3  The  Pancaratra  Samhitas  admit  an  intermediate  creation  also. 

3  Cp.  Krlda  harer  idam  sarvam  ;  again,  hare  viharasi  krlda  kantukair- 
iva  jantubhih  ;  and  also  the  Sutra,  lokavat  tu  lila  kaivalyam. 

«  Svasamkalpakrtam  (R.B.G.,  i.  25).  Cp. 

"  God  tastes  an  infinite  joy 
In  infinite  ways.”  (Browning :  Paracelsus.) 

5  Nirupadhikasatta,  i.  1.  2.  Cp.  Srutaprakasika,  :  Kenapi  parinama- 
vise$ena  tattadavasthasya  satta  sopadhikasatta,  ato  nirupadhikasatta 
uirvikara  t  vam . 
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These  modes  (prakaras)  change  from  a  subtle  to  a  gross  con¬ 
dition  and  vice  versa,  and  Ramanuja  is  obliged  to  concede 
that  Isvara  is  also  subject  to  change.1  Ramanuja  makes  the 
finite  the  attribute  of  the  infinite.  From  this  view  it  should 
follow  that  the  infinite  cannot  exist  without  its  attribute, 
and  so  the  attribute  is  necessary  to  the  infinite.  Yet  Ramanuja 
is  unable  to  concede  it  in  view  of  the  many  opposed  scriptural 
texts.  Commenting  on  the  passage,  “  These  beings  are  not 
in  me/’ 2 3  Ramanuja  says  :  “  By  my  will  I  am  the  supporter 
of  all  beings,  and  yet  there  is  no  help  to  me  from  any  of  these 
beings.’ ’  "  No  kind  of  help  whatever  is  contributed  by  these 

towards  my  existence.”  3  The  existence  of  the  world  is 
completely  immaterial  to  the  divine  being.  Such  a  view  is 
hardly  consistent  with  Ramanuja’s  general  position,  that  the 
world  has  its  basis  in  the  nature  of  God.  Commenting  on 
the  passage  of  the  Gita  that  “  I  enjoy  whatever  is  offered 
with  devotion,  be  it  a  leaf  or  a  flower,”  Ramanuja  observes  : 
“  Even  though  I  remain  in  the  enjoyment  of  my  own  natural, 
unbounded  and  inestimable  bliss,  I  enjoy  these  as  if  I  obtained 
a  beloved  object  which  lies  far  beyond  the  path  of  my  desire.”  4 
God  is  ready  to  acquire  some  happiness  through  the  willing 
devotion  of  his  devotees,  though  he  is  not  equally  ready  to 
be  touched  by  the  pain  and  the  suffering  of  others.  If  the 
souls  are  parts  of  the  Lord,  then  the  latter  must  be  afflicted 
by  the  pain  caused  to  the  soul  in  its  experiences,  even  as 
the  individual  suffers  from  the  pain  affecting  his  hand  or 
foot.  So  the  supreme  Lord  would  suffer  more  pain  than  the 
soul. 5  But  Ramanuja  contends  that  the  suffering  of  the 
souls  does  not  pollute  the  nature  of  God.  If  the  acts  of 
creation,  maintenance  and  destruction  give  God  delight,  are 
we  to  think  that  God’s  delight  is  capable  of  modifications, 
and  is  increased  by  these  operations  ?  God’s  nature  as 
transcendent  spirit  is  one  of  delight,  and  the  modifications 
of  his  attributes  also  add  to  his  joy.  As  the  relation  between 
soul  and  body  is  not  logically  determined,  the  relation  between 
the  transcendent  delight  which  is  perfect  and  incapable  of 


1  Ubhayaprakaravisiste  niyantramse  tadavasthatadubhayavisistataru- 

pavikaro  bhavati  (R.B.,  ii.  3.  18).  »  B.G.,  ix.  4. 

3  Matsthitau  tair  na  kaScid  upakarah  (R.B.G.,  ix.  4). 

♦  R.B.G.,  ix.  26.  s  S.B.,  ii.  3.  45. 
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variation  and  that  derived  from  the  changes  of  his  body  is 
not  intelligibly  stated. 

Ramanuja  protests  vigorously  against  the  doctrine  of 
maya  and  the  phenomenality  of  the  world.  If  the  distinc¬ 
tions  of  the  world  are  due  to  the  imperfections  of  man’s  mind, 
then,  for  God,  there  should  be  no  such  distinctions  ;  but 
scripture  tells  us  that  God  creates  the  world,  allots  to  different 
souls  their  rewards,  thus  indicating  that  God  reckons  with 
the  world  of  distinction.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  multi¬ 
plicity  is  unreal,  even  as  a  mirage  is  ;  for  the  latter  is  unreal 
because  our  activity  prompted  by  it  is  unsuccessful ;  but  not 
so  the  activity  based  on  the  perception  of  the  world.  Nor 
is  it  logical  to  urge  that  the  reality  of  the  world,  testified  by 
perception,  is  sublated  by  the  testimony  of  the  scripture  ; 
for  the  spheres  of  perception  and  scripture  are  quite  different, 
and  so  they  cannot  contradict  each  other.1  All  knowledge 
reveals  objects.2  To  say  that  objects  do  not  exist,  simply 
because  they  do  not  persist,  is  rather  strange.  The  argument 
involves  a  confusion  between  opposites  and  distincts.  Dis¬ 
tinction  is  not  denial.  Where  two  cognitions  are  mutually 
contradictory,  then  both  cannot  be  real.  “  But  jars,  pieces 
of  cloth  and  the  like  do  not  contradict  one  another,  since 
they  are  separate  in  place  and  time.  If  the  non-existence  of 
a  thing  is  cognised  at  the  same  time  and  the  same  place 
where  and  when  its  existence  is  cognised,  we  have  a  mutual 
contradiction  of  two  cognitions.  But  when  of  a  thing  that 
is  perceived  in  connection  with  some  place  and  time,  the 
non-existence  is  perceived  in  connection  with  some  other 
place  and  time,  there  arises  no  contradiction.”  3  In  the 
example  of  mistaking  the  rope  for  a  snake,  the  cognition  of 
non-existence  arises  in  connection  with  the  given  place  and 
time.  So  there  is  contradiction.  But  if  an  object  perceived 
now  does  not  exist  at  another  time  and  place,  we  cannot 
rush  to  the  conclusion  that  the  thing  is  unreal.  Both  Samkara 

1  Akasavayvadibhuta  .  .  .  padarthagrahi  pratyaksam ;  sastram  tu 
pratyaksadyaparicchedya  sarvantaratmatvasatyatvadyanantavisesanavisista 
brahmasvarupa  .  .  .  visayam,  iti  Sastrapratyaksayor  na  virodhah  ( Vedartha- 
samgraha,  p.  87). 

1  Arthaprakasa. 

3  Desantarakalantarasambandhitayanubhutasyanyade^akalayor  abhava- 
pratipattau  na  virodhati  (i.  1.  1). 


702 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


and  Ramanuja  lay  stress  on  the  logic  of  identity 1  ;  only 
Ramanuja  believes  that  a  true  identity  implies  distinction 
and  determination,  though  not  contradiction  and  denial. 

Ramanuja  urges  several  objections  against  the  Advaita 
doctrine  of  avidya.  What  is  the  seat  (asiaya)  of  avidya  ? 
It  cannot  be  Brahman,  who  is  full  of  perfections.  It  cannot 
be  the  individual,  who  is  the  product  of  avidya.  Avidya 
cannot  conceal  Brahman,  whose  nature  is  self-luminosity.  If 
self-luminous  consciousness,  which  is  without  object  and 
without  substrate,  becomes  through  the  influence  of  an  imper¬ 
fection  residing  within  itself  conscious  of  itself  as  connected 
with  numberless  objects,  is  that  imperfection  real  or  unreal  ? 
It  is  not  real,  according  to  Advaita  ;  it  cannot  be  unreal, 
according  to  Ramanuja,  since  it  is  something  permitted  by 
God  himself.  In  human  knowledge,  where  something  unmani¬ 
fested  becomes  manifested,  we  may  assume  the  existence  of 
some  entity  which  hindered  the  manifestation.  But  there 
is  no  need  to  attribute  to  Brahman  any  such  defect.  Again, 
if  avidya  involves  Brahman  also  in  its  meshes,  then  universal 
falsehood  will  alone  be  the  reality,  and  we  cannot  escape 
from  it.  The  nature  (svarupa)  of  avidya  cannot  be  logically 
determined.  It  is  neither  real  nor  unreal.  To  say  that  a 
thing  is  indefinable  (anirvacaniya)  is  illogical.  No  means  of 
knowledge  (pramana)  testifies  to  the  existence  of  avidya. 
Neither  perception  nor  inference  nor  revelation  establishes  it. 
In  the  scriptures  maya  is  used  to  indicate  the  wonderful 
power  possessed  by  God,  who  has  nothing  to  do  with  an 
eternal  unreal  avidya.  On  the  Advaita  view,  even  the  scrip¬ 
tures  are  a  part  of  the  world-error,  and  the  whole  foundation 
of  knowledge  is  destroyed.  If  cessation  (nivartana)  of  avidya 
takes  place  by  means  of  the  knowledge  of  Brahman  devoid  of 
attributes  and  qualities,  then  it  cannot  take  place,  since  such 
knowledge  is  impossible.  The  abolition  (nivrtti)  of  avidya, 
which  is  a  concrete  reality,  cannot  be  brought  about  by 
abstract  knowledge.  The  world,  forsooth,  is  too  great  and 
meaningful  to  be  lightly  dismissed  as  a  mere  product  of 
avidya.  The  real  avidya  to  which  we  are  the  victims  is  that 
power  of  illusion  which  makes  us  believe  that  we  ourselves 
and  the  world  are  independent  of  Brahman. 

1  S.B.,  ii.  2.  33  R.B.,  ii.  2.  31. 
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XV 

Ethical  and  Religious  Life 

The  jfvas  in  samsara,  with  their  souls  shrouded  in  bodies, 
are  like  islanders  who  live  unconscious  of  the  sea.  They 
believe  that  they  are  not  so  much  modes  of  God  as  products 
of  nature.  On  account  of  its  past  deeds,  the  soul  finds  itself 
confined  in  a  material  body,  its  inner  light  obscured  by  the 
outer  darkness.  It  mistakes  the  garment  of  nature  for  its 
true  self,  attributes  to  itself  the  qualities  of  the  body,  loves 
the  fleeting  pleasures  of  human  existence  as  true  bliss,  and 
turns  its  face  away  from  God.  The  downfall  of  the  soul  is 
due  to  karma  and  avidya,  which  bring  about  its  embodiment. 
The  connection  of  soul,  which  is  pure  spirit,  with  matter  is 
the  degradation  of  the  soul.  Its  sin  is  not  merely  a  check 
to  its  own  upward  progress,  but  is  also  an  offence  against 
God.  Avidya  has  to  be  displaced  by  vidya,  or  the  intuition 
that  God  is  the  fundamental  self  of  all. 

Ramanuja  grants  to  the  individual  souls  freedom  to  act 
according  to  their  own  will.  So  far  as  responsibility  is  con¬ 
cerned,  each  individual  is  an  other  to  God,  a  different  person. 
When  the  soul  fails  to  recognise  its  dependence  on  God,  God 
helps  it  to  realise  the  truth  by  the  machinery  of  karma,  which 
inflicts  punishments  on  the  soul,  thus  reminding  it  of  its 
sinful  efforts.  Through  the  operation  of  the  indwelling  God, 
the  soul  recognises  its  sinfulness  and  entreats  God  for  help. 
In  Ramanuja’s  philosophy  great  emphasis  is  placed  on  the 
conviction  of  sin  and  man’s  responsibility  for  it.  Yamuna- 
carya  describes  himself  as  “  the  vessel  of  a  thousand  sins  ” 
and  implores  the  grace  of  God.  The  Vaisnava  faith  does  not 
encourage  tapas  or  austerities. 

As  a  theist,  Ramanuja  believes  that  salvation  is  possible, 
not  through  jnana  and  karma,  but  through  bhakti  and  prasad a 
(grace).  Jnana,  in  the  scriptures,  stands  for  dhyana,  or  medi¬ 
tation,  and  nididhyasana  or  concentrated  contemplation.1 
Bhakti  is  gained  through  concentration  on  the  truth  that 


1  iii.  4  26. 
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God  is  our  innermost  self  and  that  we  are  but  modes  of  his 
substance.  But  such  jnana  cannot  be  had  unless  the  bad 
karma  is  destroyed.  Work  undertaken  in  a  disinterested 
spirit  helps  to  remove  the  past  accumulations.  So  long  as 
karma  enjoined  in  the  scriptures  is  undertaken  with  a  selfish 
motive,  the  end  cannot  be  gained.  The  results  of  ceremonial 
observances  are  transitory,  while  the  result  of  the  knowledge 
of  God  is  indestructible  (aksaya)  ;  but  if  we  perform  work 
in  the  spirit  of  dedication  to  God  it  helps  us  in  our  effort 
after  salvation.1  Work  performed  in  such  a  spirit  develops 
the  sattva  nature  and  helps  the  soul  to  see  the  truth  of 
things.  The  two,  jnana  and  karma,  are  means  to  bhakti,  or 
the  power  which  tears  up  our  selfishness  by  the  roots,  gives 
new  strength  to  the  will,  new  eyes  to  the  understanding  and 
new  peace  to  the  soul. 

Bhakti  or  devotion  is  a  vague  term  extending  from  the 
lowest  form  of  worship  to  the  highest  life  of  realisation.  It 
has  had  a  continuous  history  in  India  from  the  time  of  the 
Rg-Veda  2  to  the  present  day.  Bhakti,  in  Ramanuja,  is  man’s 
reaching  out  towards  a  fuller  knowledge  of  God  quietly  and 
meditatively.  He  insists  on  an  elaborate  preparation  for 
bhakti,  which  includes  viveka,  or  discrimination  of  food  3  ; 
vimoka,  or  freedom  from  all  else  and  longing  for  God  ;  abhyasa, 
or  continuous  thinking  of  God ;  kriya,  or  doing  good  to  others  4 ; 
kalyana,  or  wishing  well  to  all ;  satyam,  or  truthfulness  ;  arja- 
vam,  or  integrity ;  daya,  or  compassion ;  ahimsa,  or  non-violence ; 
dana,  or  charity  ;  and  anavasada,  or  cheerfulness  and  hope. 5 
Thus  bhakti  is  not  mere  emotionalism,6  but  includes  the 

1  Tadarpitakhilacarata  (Narada  :  Bhakti  Sutra,  p,  19). 

1  Cp.  “  All  my  thoughts,  seeking  happiness,  extol  Indra,  longing  for 
him  ;  they  embrace  him  as  wives  embrace  a  fair  young  bridegroom,  him 
the  divine  giver  of  gifts,  that  he  may  help  me.  My  mind  is  directed  to 
thee,  Indra,  and  does  not  turn  from  thee  ;  on  thee  I  rest  my  desire,  O  much 
invoked  one  ”  (R.V.,  x.  43.  1.) 

3  £amkara’s  interpretation  that  we  should  not  be  attached  to  the  things 
of  sense  is  better. 

4  Five  kinds  are  distinguished,  which  are  study,  worship  of  God,  duties 
to  forefathers,  human  society  and  animal  creation. 

5  S.D.S.,  iv. 

6  SvapneSvara,  commenting  on  the  word  “  anurakti  ”  used  by  ^andilya, 
says  that  anu  means  after,  and  rakti  attachment,  and  so  anurakti  is  attach¬ 
ment  which  comes  after  the  knowledge  of  God.  Blind  attachment  is  not 
bhakti. 
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training  of  the  will  as  well  as  the  intellect.1  It  is  knowledge 
of  God  as  well  as  obedience  to  his  will.2  Bhakti  is  loving 
God  with  all  our  mind  and  with  all  our  heart.  It  finds  its 
culmination  in  an  intuitive  realisation  of  God. 3 

Bhakti  and  moksa  are  organically  related,  so  that  at  every 
stage  of  bhakti  we  are  perfecting  ourselves.  Bhakti  is  salva¬ 
tion  in  becoming,  and  is  regarded  as  superior  to  the  other 
methods,  since  it  is  its  own  reward  (phalarupatvat).4  The 
soul  becomes  through  bhakti  more  and  more  vividly  conscious 
of  its  relation  to  God,  until  at  last  it  surrenders  itself  to  God, 
who  is  the  soul  of  its  soul.  Then  there  is  no  longer  self-love 
or  self-seeking,  since  God  has  taken  the  place  of  self  and  the 
whole  life  is  transfigured.  Nammalvar  says :  “In  return 
for  thy  great  and  good  gift — the  mingling  of  my  spirit  with 
thine — I  have  entirely  yielded  up  my  spirit  to  thee.”  5  Every 
drop  of  one’s  blood,  every  beat  of  one’s  heart,  and  every 
thought  of  one’s  brfdn  are  surrendered  to  God.  It  is  a  case 
of  “  I  yet  not  I.”  Bhakti  is  distinguished  into  formal  (vaidhi) 
and  supreme  (mukhya).  The  formal  is  the  lower  phase, 
where  we  indulge  in  prayers,  ceremonies  and  image-worship. 
All  these  help  the  soul  onward,  but  cannot  by  themselves 
save  the  soul.  We  must  worship  the  supreme  ;  for  nothing 
else,  in  the  last  analysis,  can  serve  as  the  object  of 
meditation.6 

Prapatti  is  complete  resignation  to  God, 7  and  is,  according 

1  Jnanakarmanugrhitam  bhaktiyogam  (R.B.G.,  Introduction).  Dhipriti- 
rupa  bhaktih  (Tattvamuktakaldpa). 

2  In  Veddrthasamgraha,  Ramanuja  distinguishes  between  sadhana-bhakti 
and  para-bhakti.  The  former  includes  control  of  body,  mind  and  speech, 
performance  of  one’s  duties,  study,  non-attachment,  etc. 

3  i.  i.  i.  4  Narad  a  :  Bhakti  Siitra,  p.  26. 

5  Tiruvaymoyi,  ii.  3.  4. 

6  Ramanuja  quotes  a  teacher  to  the  effect:  “  From  Brahma  to  a  tuft 
of  grass  all  things  that  live  in  the  world  are  subject  to  samsara  due  to 
karma,  therefore  they  cannot  be  helpful  as  objects  of  meditation,  since 
they  are  all  in  ignorance  and  subject  to  samsara.”  i.  1.  1. 

Abrahmastambaparyanta  j  agadantarvyavasthita^i 
Franinah  karmaj  anitasamsaravasavartinah. 

Yatas  tato  na  te  dhyane  dhyaninam  upakaralcah 
Avidyantargatas  sarve  te  hi  samsaragocarah. 

7  See  R.B.G.,  Introduction  to  ch.  vii  and  vii.  14.  Six  factors  are  dis¬ 

tinguished  in  prapatti,  which  are:  (1)  acquisition  of  qualities  which  would 
make  one  a  fit  offering  to  God  (anukulyasya  sampattih)  ;  (2)  avoidance  of 
conduct  not  acceptable  to  God  (pratikulyasya  varjanam)  ;  (3)  faith  that 
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to  the  Bhagavatas,  the  most  effective  means  for  gaining 
salvation.  It  is  open  to  all,  the  learned  as  well  as  the 
ignorant,  the  high  as  well  as  the  low,  while  the  path  of  bhakti, 
involving  as  it  does  jnana  and  karma,  is  confined  to  the  three 
upper  classes.  But  anyone,  after  taking  instruction  from  a 
preceptor,  may  fling  himself  on  the  bosom  of  God  and  take 
refuge  in  him.  According  to  the  Southern  school  (Tengalais), 
which  follows  more  closely  the  tradition  of  the  Alvars,  prapatti 
is  the  only  way  to  salvation,  and  no  more  effort  on  the  part 
of  the  devotee  is  necessary.  God  saves  the  soul  who  has 
utterly  surrendered  himself  to  him.  The  Northern  school 
(Vadagalais)  holds  that  prapatti  is  one  way  of  reaching  the 
goal,  and  not  the  only  way.  For  them  human  effort  is  an 
essential  factor  in  salvation.  The  individual  who  has  qualified 
himself  by  karma,  jnana,  bhakti  and  prapatti  wins  the  favour 
of  the  Lord.  This  school  upholds  the  markatanyaya,  or  the 
monkey  theory,  since  the  young  monkey  is  to  exert  and 
stick  to  the  mother  ;  while  the  Southern  holds  the  marjara- 
nyaya  or  the  cat  theory,  since  the  kitten  is  taken  up  by  the 
cat  with  its  mouth.  This  school  holds  that  nothing  depends 
on  man’s  effort,  for  the  grace  of  God  selects  the  individuals 
to  be  freed.  It  also  believes  that  the  soul  is  seized  by  God 
in  one  supreme  act,  which  need  not  be  repeated,  while  the 
Northern  section  insists  on  the  continuous  offering  of  the  soul 
to  God. 

In  the  Bhdgavata  Parana  bhakti  is  less  restrained  in  its 
character  than  in  Ramanuja.  A  certain  tendency  to  extrava¬ 
gant  enthusiasm  marks  the  opening  of  the  religious  sense  in 
men.  The  individual  undergoing  the  conversion  of  the  soul 
has  the  shudder  of  awe  and  delight.  In  the  Bhdgavata  bhakti 
is  a  surging  emotion  which  thrills  the  whole  frame,  chokes 
speech,  and  leads  to  trance.  The  Bhdgavata  is  indifferent  to 
sacrificial  observances  and  declares  that  we  must  love  God 
for  his  own  sake  and  not  for  any  reward.  It  admits  that 
union  with  God  is  open  to  any  individual,  if  he  cares  for  it. 
He  can  obtain  it  through  bhakti,  but  the  soul  who  remains 

God  would  protect  him  (raksisyatiti  visvasah) ;  (4)  appeal  for  protection 

(goptrtvavaranam) ;  (5)  a  feeling  of  one’s  own  littleness  (karpanyam) ;  and 
(6)  absolute  surrender  (atmasamarpanam).  The  last  is  one  with  prapatti 
though  the  others  are  means  to  it. 
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ever  distinct  from  God  he  worships  is  happier  than  one  who 
becomes  absorbed  in  God.1  We  find  in  the  God  of  the  Bhaga- 
vata  an  intimately  human  feeling.  He  is  not  free  (asvatantra) , 
as  he  is  subject  to  the  will  of  his  devotees  (bhaktaparadhlna).2 * 4 
Without  the  church  of  his  saints,  God  does  not  think  much 
of  himself. 3  A  striking  feature  of  the  Bhdgavata  is  the  idealisa¬ 
tion  of  the  story  of  Krsna  and  the  gopis.  The  legend  is  trans¬ 
formed  into  the  ideal  of  bhakti  and,  as  we  shall  see,  the  later 
sects  of  Vaisnavism  are  influenced  by  it. 

Vaisnava  devotion  has  used  the  most  intimate  human  relations 
as  symbols  of  the  relation  of  man  and  God.  God  is  viewed  as  the 
teacher,  the  friend,  the  father,  the  mother,  the  child,  and  even  as  the 
beloved.  The  last  is  stressed  by  the  Alvars,  the  Bhdgavata  Parana 
and  the  Bengal  school  of  Vaisnavism.  In  the  best  love,  as  in  bhakti, 
to  live  in  the  presence  of  the  beloved  is  the  highest  happiness  and 
creative  productivity  ;  to  live  without  him  or  her  is  pain  and  despair 
and  barrenness.  We  think  that  the  use  of  the  symbolism  of  love  is 
wrong  because  we  assume  that  sensual  attraction  is  all  in  all  in  love  ; 
but  in  true  love  there  is  little  of  sensual  attraction.  Many  women, 
as  well  as  some  men,  who  in  love  are  above  the  level  of  beasts,  will 
protest  that  love  is  not  a  mere  search  after  new  sensations.  In  true 
love,  the  two  souls  trust  each  other  more  than  all  others  they  have 
met  or  known  before.  The  lover  is  ready  to  fight  the  world,  endure 
all  privations  and  feel  happy  in  poverty,  exile  and  persecution,  for  the 
sake  of  the  beloved.  Even  if  he  or  she  is  sundered  from  the  other 
through  many  difficulties,  so  that  reunion  seems  remote,  nay  impos¬ 
sible,  yet  he  or  she  cannot  afford  to  lose  the  other  and,  at  the  risk  of 
losing  everything  else,  keeps  alive  the  eternal  link  created  by  mutual 
love  which  cannot  be  broken  even  by  death.  The  stories  of  Sita  and 
Savitrl,  Damayanti  and  Sakuntala  have  burnt  this  lesson  into  the 
heart  of  India.  No  wonder  the  Indian  Vaisnava  looks  upon  God  as 
his  beloved, 4  and  tries  to  redirect  to  God  the  passions,  longings  and 
transports  of  human  love.  The  bhaktas  feel  helpless  and  restless  when 
they  lose  the  presence  of  God,  for  nothing  else  can  satisfy  them.  In 
many  of  their  hymns  we  find  the  cry  of  the  heart  for  God,  the  sense 

1  Bhdgavata,  iii.  25.  33.  *  ix,  4.  67. 

3  Naham  atmanam  asaste  madbhaktair  sadhubhir  vina  (ix.  4.  6).  Cp. 

Bhaktaprano  hi  krsnas  ca  krsnaprana  hi  vaisnavah  ( Ndradapahcaratra ,  ii.  36). 

4  Cp.  Sa  eva  vasudevo  'sau  saksat  purusa  ucyate 

Strlprayam  itarat  sarvam  jagad  brahmapurassaram. 

The  supreme  Lord  is  the  only  man  ;  all  others,  from  Brahma  downwards 
are  women,  i.e.  depend  on  him  and  long  to  be  united  with  him.  Cp.  also 

Svamitvatmatvasesitvapumstvadyas  svamino  gunah 
Svebhyo  dasatvadehatva^esatvastrlt vaday inak . 


vol.  n 
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of  devastating  desolation  in  his  absence,  the  anticipated  joy  in  his 
fellowship  and  a  sense,  real  though  undefined,  of  the  preciousness  of 
his  love.  In  the  rapt  utterances  of  the  Vaisnava  saints,  we  feel  the 
ecstatic  joy  of  the  mystic  desirous  of  union  with  God  in  a  spiritual 
sense  "  Thou  splendid  light  of  heaven,"  cries  Nammalvar,  "  thou 
art  in  my  heart  melting  and  consuming  my  spirit.  When  shall  I 
become  one  with  thee  ?  "  1  Deep  attachment  to  God  results  in  an 
indifference  to  all  else.3 

The  Hindu  devotee  does  not  seek  to  destroy  desire,  but  attempts 
to  lift  it  from  earth  to  heaven,  seeks  to  withdraw  it  from  creation 
that  he  may  centre  it  on  the  Creator.  Manavala  says  :  "The  pleasure 
which  arises  for  the  ignorant  from  sense-objects,  the  same  is  called 
bhakti  when  directed  to  God  ;  in  the  case  of  Nammalvar,  this  bhakti 
has  become  love  for  the  beautiful  Lord,  hence  for  Alvars  there  arises 
the  ‘  love  ’  type  of  devotion."  3  While  many  of  those  who  employ 
the  symbolism  of  bridegroom  and  bride  are  free  from  all  traces  of 
eroticism  and  morally  impeccable,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  there  were 
abuses  of  it. 4  But  such  abuses  were  deviations  from  the  normal  path. 

The  distinctions  of  caste  do  not  touch  the  nature  of  the 
soul.  At  best  they  belong  to  the  bodies  and  determine  the 
duties  which  the  different  individuals  owe  to  society.  But 
caste  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  qualities  of  souls.  Some 
of  the  Alvars  worshipped  by  the  Brahmins  were  Sudras. 
Ramanuja  allows  that  no  distinctions  should  be  made  among 
the  lovers  of  God. 5  He  admits  that  those  outside  the  asramas 
are  eligible  for  the  knowledge  of  Brahman.6  Strictly  speaking, 
the  religion  of  bhakti  or  devotion,  and  prapatti  or  submission, 
requires  no  priest,  for  the  offering  of  love  does  not  need  the 

*  Tiruvaymoyi,  v.  io.  i. 

a  Anuragad  viragah.  The  way  of  bhakti  has  in  it  four  movements  : 
(i)  The  desire  of  the  soul  when  it  turns  towards  God  and  the  straining  of 
the  emotions  towards  him  ;  (2)  the  pain  of  love  unrealised  ;  (3)  the  delight 
of  love  possessed  and  the  play  of  that  delight ;  and  (4)  the  eternal  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  the  divine  lover  which  is  the  heart  of  divine  bliss. 

3  Ya  pritir  asti  visayesv  avivekabhajam 
Saivacyute  bhavati  bhaktipadabhidheya. 

Bhalctis  tu  kama  iha  tatkamanlyarupe 
Tasman  muner  ajani  kamukavakyabhangl. 

(Dramidopanisadsamgati.) 

4  I.P.,  pp.  495-496. 

5  Cp.  Nasti  tesu  jatividyarupakuladhanakriyadibhedah  (Narada  :  Bhakti 
Sutra,  p.  72.  Cp.  also 

Svapaco  'pi  mahipala  visnubhakto  dvijadhikah 
Vi§nubhaktivihinas  tu  yatis  ca  svapacadhamaff.  ( Bhagavata .) 

*  Hi.  4-  36  ;  i.  3-  32-39. 


THE  THEISM  OF  RAMANUJA 


709 


sanction  of  the  scripture,  and  the  grace  of  God  is  not  in  the 
keeping  of  any  man.  For  one  who  is  deep  in  devotion  there 
is  neither  scripture  nor  rule.1  Ramanuja  preaches  equality 
in  worship  and  proclaims  that  bhakti  transcends  all  caste 
distinctions.  He  admitted  the  pariahs  to  the  temple  at 
Melkote.  But  it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  he  was  prepared 
for  a  wholesale  defiance  of  the  accepted  order.  Out  of 
deference  to  tradition  he  concedes  that  freedom  is  open  only 
to  the  three  upper  classes,  and  others  will  have  to  work  their 
way  up  and  wait  for  the  next  birth.  We  cannot,  therefore, 
say  that  he  was  in  full  sympathy  with  the  logical  implications 
of  his  teaching.  A  later  Vaisnava  teacher,  Ramananda 
(thirteenth  century),  protested  against  caste  distinctions. 
“  Let  no  man/’  he  says,  “  ask  a  man's  caste  or  sect.  Whoever 
adores  God  is  God’s  own.”  His  apostolate  of  about  twelve 
included  a  Brahmin,  a  barber,  a  leather- worker,  a  Rajput 
and  a  woman.  Caitanya  preached  the  religion  of  devotion 
and  love  to  all  men  irrespective  of  caste  or  class.  In  South 
India,  on  the  other  hand,  Vedanta  Desika  emphasised  ritual¬ 
istic  religion.2 3  Again  and  again,  throughout  the  history  of 
Indian  civilisation,  protests  were  made  against  the  rigidity 
of  caste  ;  but  all  these  protestant  movements  have  not  been 
able  to  check,  in  any  considerable  degree,  its  sway  on  the 
aational  mind. 


XVI 

Moksa 

Salvation,  according  to  Ramanuja,  is  not  the  disappearance 
of  the  self,  but  its  release  from  the  limiting  barriers.  For 
disappearance  of  the  self  will  be  the  destruction  of  the  real 
self  (satyatmanasa).3  One  substance  cannot  pass  over  into 
another  substance. 4  However  high  a  man  may  rise,  there 
will  always  be  an  almighty  power,  an  eternal  love  for  him 

1  Atyantabhaktiyuktanam  naiva  sastram  na  ca  kramah. 

»  £rutismrtir  mamaivajna  yas  tarn  ullahghya  vartate 

Ajnacchedi  mama  drohl  madbhakto  ’pi  na  vaisnavah. 

See  the  chapter  on  §astraniyamanadhikara  in  Rahasyatrayasdra. 

3  i.  i.  i.  4  Visnu  Purdyia,  ii.  14.  27. 
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to  reverence,  worship  and  adore.  Ramanuja,  who  ranks 
religious  experience  as  the  highest  open  to  us,  contends  that 
it  implies  an  “  other.”  The  released  soul  attains  the  nature 
of  God,  though  not  identity  with  him.1 *  It  becomes  omniscient 
ard  is  ever  having  the  intuition  of  God. 3 * *  It  desires  nothing 
else,  and  so  has  no  chance  of  returning  to  samsara.3  It  is 
egoity  that  is  opposed  to  salvation,  and  not  individuality. 
The  essential  nature,  though  something  eternally  accom¬ 
plished,  is,  in  the  state  of  samsara,  obscured  by  avidya  and 
karma.  The  state  of  release  means  the  unimpeded  mani¬ 
festation  of  the  natural  qualities  of  intelligence  and  bliss. 
The  released  soul  is  said  to  be  svarat  in  the  sense  that  he  is 
not  subject  to  the  law  of  karma. 4  For  Ramanuja  there  is  no 
jivanmukti.  One  attains  to  fellowship  with  God  after 
exhausting  all  karma  and  throwing  off  the  physical  body. 
In  the  state  of  release  the  souls  are  all  of  the  same  type. 
There  are  no  distinctions  there  of  gods,  men,  animals  and 
plants.  In  the  world  of  sariisara  these  distinctions  have  a 
meaning.  It  is  the  connection  with  matter  that  gives  unique¬ 
ness  to  the  soul.  But  the  souls  can  get  rid  of  this  connection, 
which  is  not  a  natural  one. 5  It  follows  that  the  individuality 
determined  by  bodily  connections  is  not  eternal.  When  it 
is  shattered  the  soul  is  said  to  attain  the  nature  of  Brahman 
and  manifest  its  own  true  nature.  It  does  not  develop  any 
new  character.6 

In  the  released  condition  the  souls  have  all  the  perfections 
of  the  Supreme  except  in  two  points.  They  are  atomic  in 
size,  while  the  supreme  spirit  is  all-pervading.  Though  of 
atomic  size,  the  soul  can  enter  into  several  bodies  and  expe¬ 
rience  different  worlds  created  by  the  Lord  7 ;  but  it  has  no 
power  over  the  creative  movements  of  the  world,  which  belong 
exclusively  to  Brahman.8 


1  Brahman  o  bhavah  na  tu  svarupaikyam  (i.  i.  i). 

a  Paripurnaparabrahmanubhavam.  Cp.  “  Sarvadesa  sarvakala  sarva- 
vasthaigalilum,  sarvesvaranai,  anantamgalana,  vigraha  guna  vibhuti  cesti- 
tamgalil  onrum  kurayamal,  niratisayabhogya  maka,  visaylkarittukondi- 
rukkum  ”  ( Rahasyatrayusara ,  xxii). 

3  R.B.,  iv.  4.  22.  4  Srutaprakasika,  i.  i.  i. 

5  Karmarupajnanamulati,  na  svarupakjtati  (i.  1.  1). 

8  iv.  4.  1.  7  iv.  4.  13-15. 

1  iv.  4.  17, 
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The  city  of  God  consists  of  a  number  of  souls  who  do  not 
simply  repeat  one  another.  The  forms  which  they  assume 
are  due  to  the  pure  matter  (visuddhasattva).  Through  its 
aid  the  liberated  souls  give  shape  to  their  thoughts  and 
wishes.  At  the  end  of  the  play — if  such  a  thing  can  be  con¬ 
ceived — each  individual  soul  will  have  become  perfect  and 
yet  be  regarded  as  an  adjective  of  the  Absolute.  The  Absolute, 
which  is  one  self,  by  virtue  of  its  immanent  principle,  becomes 
an  interrelated  unity  of  selves  without  being  the  less  one 
self.  It  has  a  social  character  about  it.  Each  one  of  the 
society  of  selves  aims  at  no  selfish  interest,  but  at  the  universal 
being. 

The  Visistadvaita  philosophy  distinguishes  two  classes  of 
the  released:  those  who  are  intent  on  service  to  God  on 
earth  and  so  do  it  in  heaven,  and  those  (kevalins)  who  are 
altogether  isolated  from  the  rest,  since  they  achieved  their  end 
by  constant  meditation  on  the  real  nature  of  their  own  soul. 

The  picture  of  the  heaven  where  the  redeemed  souls  dwell 
is  not  much  different  from  the  usual  description.1  It  only 
differs  in  details  of  dress,  custom  and  landscape  from  the 
paradise  of  the  popular  imagination.  There  are  streams  of 
living  waters,  trees  laden  with  delicious  fruits,  gentle  breezes 
and  golden  sunshine  to  cheer  them.  Amid  these  delights 
they  sing  and  feast,  listen  to  the  music  of  the  heavenly  choirs, 
and  enjoy  at  times  philosophic  converse  with  one  another. 
But  such  a  vision  of  paradise  does  not  satisfy  the  mystic 
soul,  who  cries  out  against  the  loneliness  of  being  imprisoned 
in  a  particular  nature.  He  yearns  to  burst  through  the 
barriers  of  personality  and  merge  himself  in  the  life  and 
essence  of  the  universe.  In  his  theory  of  moksa,  Ramanuja 
does  not  do  justice  to  the  mystics,  who  thus  hunger  for 
becoming  one  with  the  supreme  reality.  For  them  a  heaven 
painted  in  terms  of  earthly  experience,  however  idealised  it 
be,  is  not  essentially  different  from  that  experience  itself. 
Though  the  soul  sees  God  and  God  only,  and  is  flooded  with 
his  presence,  she  retains  her  individuality  and  is  still  herself 
and  not  the  object  of  her  vision.  A  tendency  to  escape  from 
oneself  into  God  has  been  the  central  motive  of  some  seers 
of  the  Upanisads,  the  Orphic  brotherhood  in  ancient  Greece, 

1  N dradapancurcUra ,  vi. 
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and  some  Christian  and  Sufi  mystics.  They  try  to  slough  off 
not  only  their  bodies  but  their  personalities,  and  melt  their 
souls  in  God.  But  there  is  no  evidence  that  any  mystic 
achieved  such  a  goal.  In  the  nature  of  things,  Ramanuja 
contends,  evidence  of  such  absorption  into  God  is  impossible. 
He  who  has  become  God  cannot  return  to  tell  us  of  his  expe¬ 
rience  ;  he  who  narrates  his  story  has  not  become  God. 


XVII 

General  Estimate 

While  the  philosophy  of  Samkara  may  have  some  attraction 
for  those  superior  minds  which  shy  at  sentimental  solutions 
of  difficulties  and  seek  their  internal  satisfaction  in  the 
discipline  of  the  will,  which  will  enable  them  to  bear  with  a 
Stoic  calm  the  worst  that  circumstances  will  inflict  on  them, 
even  Samkara  allows  that  the  millions  of  humanity  crave  for 
a  God  who  has  some  heart  about  him.  Ramanuja’s  view  is 
the  highest  expression  of  the  truth,  though  Samkara  would 
add  that  the  real  is  something  larger  and  better  than  our 
thinking  has  room  for.  We  need  not  assume,  Ramanuja 
contends,  that  what  comes  through  religion  is  not  the  highest 
reality.1  Theism  of  the  type  advocated  by  Ramanuja  is 
what  even  Samkara  allows  in  life  and  religion.  It  is  the 
faith  of  Hinduism,  whether  in  its  Vaisnava,  Smarta,  Saiva  or 
Sakta  form.  It  is  strange  that  Western  thinkers  and  critics 
should  overlook  this  striking  fact  and  persist  in  foisting  on 
Hinduism  as  a  whole  the  theory  of  abstract  monism.2  While 
Ramanuja’s  statement  is  not  in  any  way  inferior  to  other 
forms  of  theism,  it  is  not  free  from  the  difficulties  incident  to 
the  theistic  outlook. 

By  the  theory  of  the  relation  of  visesya  and  visesana,  or 

1  Cp.  Bradley  :  “  The  man  who  demands  a  reality  more  solid  than  that 
of  the  religious  consciousness  knows  not  what  he  seeks." 

2  Hegel  writes  :  "In  the  Eastern  religions,  the  first  condition  is  that 
only  the  one  substance  shall,  as  such,  be  the  true,  and  that  the  individual 
neither  can  have  within  himself,  nor  can  he  attain  to  any  true  value  in  as 
far  as  he  maintains  himself  as  against  the  being  in  and  for  itself.  He  can 
have  true  value  only  through  an  identification  with  its  substance  in  which 
he  ceases  to  exist  as  subject  and  disappears  into  unconsciousness." 
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substance  and  attribute,  Ramanuja  attempts  to  bring  out 
the  reality  of  one  and  one  existence  only  1  and  assimilate 
the  others  to  it.  Taking  up  the  relation  of  Brahman  to  the 
qualities  of  sat,  cit  and  ananda,  Ramanuja  argues  that  the 
unity  of  these  attributes  is  not  an  absolute  unity  but  one  of 
inherence,  i.e.  relation,  wherein  distinction  subsists  between 
the  substance  and  the  attributes  as  well  as  between  the 
attributes  themselves.  God  is  the  underlying  substratum  in 
which  infinite  attributes  inhere.  Ramanuja  cannot  escape 
from  this  conclusion  so  long  as  he  accepts  logical  judgment 
as  providing  the  clue  to  the  nature  of  ultimate  reality.  All 
judgment  is  a  synthesis  of  subject  and  predicate  or  substance 
and  attribute.  But  all  affirmations  deal  with  finite  objects, 
whose  unity  does  not  exceed  the  relation  of  inherence  ;  in 
finite  experience  we  do  not  find  the  absolute  unity.  We  are 
impelled  to  transcend  the  world  of  change  and  finitude  in 
order  to  reach  a  reality  where  the  subject  and  the  predicate 
are  absolute.  The  assumption  of  such  a  reality  is  the  basis 
of  all  logical  procedure.  In  judgment  we  try  our  best  to 
bring  out  the  full  nature  of  reality  by  a  series  of  predications. 
But  a  string  of  abstractions  cannot  do  justice  to  the  wealth 
of  reality  unless  we  assume  that  the  ultimate  reality  is  thought 
as  such.  It  is  this  absolute  judgment  that  is  implicit  in  our 
mind  from  the  first,  that  being  and  thought  are  one. 

Beyond  the  fact  that  the  Absolute  characterised  by  sat, 
cit  and  ananda  is  a  concrete  one  possessing  these  distinctive 
attributes,  Ramanuja  does  not  tell  us  how  exactly  these 
attributes  are  found  organically  related  in  the  Absolute 
itself. 

Between  substance  and  attributes,*  Brahman  and  the 
world,  the  relation  is  one  of  non-difference  and  not  coinherence. 
For  the  latter  denotes  an  inherent  separateness. 

Are  the  souls  and  the  world  also  one  with  Brahman  ? 
If  so,  in  what  sense  ?  The  dependence  of  the  visesanas  or 
attributes  is  eternal  and  is  connected  with  his  essential 

1  Nyayasiddhanjana,  p.  96. 

»  The  conception  of  the  relation  of  substance  and  attributes  is  an 
unsatisfactory  one.  If  the  two  are  identical,  the  distinction  is  meaningless  ; 
if  the  two  are  different,  then  the  relation  becomes  a  purely  external  one. 
If  the  two  are  related  internally  by  samavaya,  this  relation  itself  must  be 
related  to  the  terms,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum. 
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nature.1  The  world  is  not  merely  a  visesana  but  has  to  do 
with  the  nature  of  the  supreme  as  well.  It  is  the  manifestation 
of  the  inner  determination  of  the  real.  The  admission  of 
individual  souls  as  coeternal  with  Brahman  constitutes  a 
limit.  The  infinitude  of  Brahman  is  compromised  by  the  un¬ 
conditioned  infinitude  of  its  constituent  factors.  If  Brahman 
and  the  soul  exist  coeternally  what  is  the  relation  between 
them?  An  eternal  relation  between  them,  whether  essential 
or  accidental,  will  be  an  inexplicable  mystery.  The  self  of 
Brahman  is  distinct  from  its  body,  and  we  can  call  it  the 
unconditioned  self. 

The  finite  centres  of  experience  seem  to  be  resolved,  in 
Ramanuja’s  scheme,  into  movements  in  the  life  of  God.  If 
the  Absolute  is  a  perfect  personality  including  all  selves  and 
the  world,  it  is  difficult  to  know  how  the  finite  selves,  with 
their  respective  consciousnesses,  unique  meanings  and  values, 
are  sustained.  One  self  cannot  be  a  part  of  another.  Rama¬ 
nuja’s  Brahman  is  not  only  a  supreme  self,  but  an  eternal 
society  of  eternal  selves.  How  can  God  both  include  and 
exclude  the  individual  in  the  same  ultimate  sense?  We  may 
distinguish  between  God  as  distinct  from  the  lesser  spirits 
who  derive  their  being  from  him  and  the  Absolute  which 
comprehends  all  conceivable  existence.  God,  spirits  and 
matter  are  the  Absolute,  and  not  God  alone.  Yet  Ramanuja 
identifies  God  with  the  Absolute,  beside  which  and  beyond 
which  nothing  exists.  When  he  emphasises  the  monistic 
character  of  his  system,  he  makes  out  that  the  supreme 
reality  has  the  unity  of  self-consciousness,  and  matter  and 
souls  are  but  moments  in  the  being  of  that  supreme  spirit. 
When  he  is  anxious  to  preserve  the  independence  of  the 
individual,  he  argues  that  the  individual  souls  are  all  centres 
of  consciousness,  knowing  subjects  possessing  self-conscious¬ 
ness,  though  their  selfhood  is  derived  from  God. 

Brahman  is  the  material  and  the  efficient  cause  of  the 
universe  of  souls  and  matter.  The  changes  relate  to  the  body 
of  God,  while  the  soul  (dehi)  remains  unchanged  (nirvikara).2 
“  Everything  different  from  that  highest  self,  whether  con¬ 
scious  or  non-conscious,  constitutes  its  body,  while  the  self 

1  Svarupanubandhitvena  niyatatvat  (ii.  4.  14). 

1  Tattvamuktakalapa,  iii.  25. 
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alone  is  the  unconditioned  embodied  self.”1  The  body  of 
God  is  the  material  cause  and  the  soul  is  the  efficient  cause, 
and  so  we  can  say  that  God  is  both  the  material  and  the 
efficient  cause  of  the  world.  This  distinction  is  to  be  main¬ 
tained;  for  Ramanuja  believes  that  the  changes  of  the  body 
do  not  affect  the  soul  of  God,  even  as  the  changes  of  the 
jiva’s  body  do  not  affect  the  essence  of  the  jiva.  What,  then, 
is  the  essence  of  God  which  remains  unchanged?  Whether 
in  a  subtle  condition,  as  in  pralaya,  or  a  gross  condition,  as 
in  creation,  or  an  individualised  though  not  imperfect  con¬ 
dition,  as  in  the  state  of  release,  the  essence  of  Isvara  differs 
from  that  of  the  world.  It  has  also  to  be  distinguished  from 
the  nityavibhuti  of  Isvara.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  the 
nature  of  the  Absolute  if  we  set  aside  the  attributes  of  sat, 
cit  and  ananda,  which,  after  all,  are  only  attributes.  Yet  if 
the  attributes  form  the  essential  nature  of  God,  then  the 
process  of  change  in  them  must  also  affect  his  nature.  Does 
all  this  mean  that  God  is  not  absolute  actuality,  but  is  himself 
in  the  making  ?  The  distinction,  finally,  that  the  soul  of  God 
is  the  efficient  cause  and  his  body  the  material  cause  is 
untenable.  We  cannot  take  half  a  fowl  for  cooking  and  leave 
the  other  to  lay  eggs.3 

The  crux  of  all  monism  is  the  relation  of  the  finite  to  the 
infinite.  A  system  of  finite  reals  cannot  itself  be  infinite. 
We  must  have  something  over  and  above  the  finite.  Rama¬ 
nuja  comprehends  all  aspects  of  the  world  under  the  two 
categories  of  thought  and  matter,  and  finds  that  the  two 
are  well  adapted  to  each  other,  and  so  concludes  that  there 
is  a  God  who  directs  the  world  process.  Logic  suggests  it, 
religious  consciousness  confirms  it,  and  so  most  of  us  accept 
it.  But  it  is  not  a  solution  of  the  problem.  It  is  open  to 
say  that  all  explanation  is  within  the  reality  and  not  of  it. 
We  can  never  say  why  the  real  is  what  it  is.  But  even  within 
the  real  the  relations  are  not  logically  determined.  If  the 
finite  is  equated  with  thought  and  matter,  such  opposed 
factors  cannot  belong  to  the  same  reality.  Either  the  unity 
of  the  whole  or  the  distinction  of  the  attributes  requires  to 
be  modified.  What  Ramanuja  does  is  to  combine  the  two 

1  Svavyatiriktam  cetanacetanavastujatam  svasariram  iti,  sa  eva  niru- 
padhika£  65/fJra  atma  (i.  i.  13). 

*  Anandagiri  on  B.S.,  i.  2.  8. 
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into  one  Absolute,  which  is  a  concrete  organic  whole,  all  of 
whose  parts  and  elements  exist  in  and  through  a  supreme 
principle  which  embodies  itself  in  them.  The  criticism 
directed  against  Samkara  is  that  he  elevates  the  Absolute  to 
such  a  height  that  there  is  no  path  which  leads  down  to  the 
lowlands  of  humanity.  Ramanuja  intends  to  give  us  a  more 
satisfying  unity  which  is  neither  an  identity  nor  an  aggregate 
of  parts,  but  comprehends  all  differences  and  relations.  One 
may  well  ask  whether  such  an  absolute  experience  is  not  an 
arbitrary  fancy  incapable  of  verification.  We  can  combine 
words  so  as  to  make  a  plausible  statement,  but  it  is  doubtful 
whether  there  is  a  corresponding  reality.  If  the  Absolute  is 
supposed  to  be  a  transcendent  changeless  existence,  it  is  a 
problem  how  such  an  Absolute,  which  has  no  history,  includes 
the  time  process  and  the  evolution  of  the  world.  Unless 
Ramanuja  is  willing  to  explain  away  the  immutable  perfection 
of  the  Absolute,  and  substitute  for  it  a  perpetually  changing 
process,  a  sort  of  progressing  perfection,  he  cannot  give  us 
any  satisfactory  explanation  of  the  relation  of  the  soul  of  the 
Absolute  to  its  body. 

How,  again,  are  the  mechanism  of  nature  and  the  sphere 
of  souls  combined  in  the  unity  ?  It  is  all  very  well  to  attempt 
to  preserve  the  unity  of  the  world  as  well  as  the  distinctness 
of  individuals.  But  if  our  sorrows  and  struggles,  sins  and 
imperfections  are  integral  parts  of  the  Absolute,  and  are 
eternally  present  to  the  divine  mind  as  distinct  constituents 
of  his  unruffled  beatific  consciousness,  are  not  the  souls 
simply  certain  permanent  elements  in  God’s  mind  ?  On  the 
other  hand,  if  we  are  separate  individuals,  God  must  be 
separate  from  us.  The  mere  fact  that  we  share  in  a  common 
life  does  not  lessen  our  individuality.1  Ramanuja  uses  the 
analogy  of  soul  and  body  to  indicate  that  the  body  cannot 
exist  apart  from  the  soul  embodied  in  it.  When  the  soul 
departs  the  body  perishes.  Again,  body  exists  only  to  give 
pleasure  and  pain  to  the  soul.  The  final  cause  of  the  body  is 
the  soul.  But  if  the  analogy  is  pressed,  it  will  mean  that 
God  is  all,  and  the  soulb  and  body  are  merely  instrumental 

1  If  we  assume,  says  Bradley,  that  “  individual  men,  yourself  and  myself, 
are  real,  each  in  his  own  right,  to  speak  of  God  as  having  reality  in  the 
religious  consciousness  is  nonsense  ”  ( Truth  and  Reality,  pp.  434-5). 
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to  the  pleasure  of  God.  The  concrete  universal  of  certain 
Hegelian  thinkers  is  a  word  which  does  not  solve  the  problem 
but  restates  it.  The  problem  of  philosophy  is  for  them  the 
relating  in  one  whole  of  the  eternal  perfection  of  the  Absolute 
and  the  endless  process  of  the  world. 

Ramanuja  is  anxious  to  conserve  the  permanent  and 
independent  reality  of  the  individual  souls,  and  vigorously 
protests  against  the  view  which  reduces  individuality  to  a 
delusive  appearance.  Within  the  one  reality,  which  we  may 
call  the  Absolute,  a  distinction  is  made  between  God,  the 
individual  souls  and  unconscious  matter.1  The  Supreme  is 
the  soul  of  the  individual  jiva,  since  all  things  form  the  body 
of  God.*  What  Ramanuja  takes  for  the  soul  is  the  empirical 
ego,  which  is  something  finite  and  has  a  before  and  an  after. 
It  is  not  much  to  the  point  to  urge  that  all  knowledge  involves 
the  distinction  of  subject  and  object.  For  this  distinction  is 
a  relative  one.  In  the  case  of  vision,  we  distinguish  the 
scene  of  sight  as  the  object  of  vision  and  the  eye  as  the  subject. 
So  also  in  conscious  experiencing  we  distinguish  the  content 
of  consciousness  from  its  form  and  call  the  latter  subject  and 
the  former  object,  though,  strictly  speaking,  both  these  belong 
to  the  world  of  experience.  What  Ramanuja  calls  the  subject 
is  not  the  subject  truly  conceived  as  subject,  but  is  a  subject 
which  is  itself  objectified  and  reduced  to  one  of  the  many 
finite  objects  contained  in  experience. 3 

Ramanuja  says  that  the  individual  soul  is  not  affected  by 
the  changes  of  its  body.  4  It  is  naturally  pure.  The  dark 
shadows  of  materiality  do  but  hide  its  glory,  but  do  not 
destroy  it.  Materialisation  is  but  an  accident  which  can  be 
shaken  off.  This  materialisation  is  the  product  of  sin,  but 
the  pure  soul  cannot  sin.  So  sin  cannot  be  without  the 

*  Cp.  with  this  Rashdall’s  view  ( Theory  of  Good  and  Evil,  vol.  ii, 
pp.  238  ff.). 

2  Sarvatmatvat  pratyagatmano  'py  atma  paramatma. 

3  Cp.  Gentile  :  "  If  then  we  would  know  the  essence  of  the  mind’s 

transcendental  activity,  we  must  not  present  it  as  spectator  and  spectacle, 
the  mind  as  an  object  of  experience,  the  subject  an  outside  onlooker.  In 
so  far  as  consciousness  is  an  object  of  consciousness  it  is  no  longer  con¬ 
sciousness.  Strictly  speaking,  it  is  no  longer  a  subject  but  an  object,  no 
longer  an  ego  but  a  non-ego  ’  ( Theory  of  Mind  as  Pure  Act,  E.T.,  p.  6). 

4  Svasariragatabalatvayuvatvasthaviratvadayo  dharmah  j  Ivam  na  sprsanti 
(i.  i.  13). 
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embodied  soul,  and  there  can  be  no  embodied  soul  without 
sin.  Ramanuja,  like  other  Hindu  thinkers,  gets  over  the 
difficulty  by  the  conception  of  a  beginningless  samsara.  But 
this  involves  the  pure  spirituality  of  the  soul.  Sin  and 
punishment  both  belong  to  the  objective  series  and  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  pure  subject,  which  cannot  sin  ;  but 
if  the  soul  can  sin,  then  it  means  that  it  is  already  connected 
with  matter,  and  it  is  not  the  pure  soul  but  the  empirical 
ego.  When  it  is  said  that  the  object  series  is  beginningless, 
we  get  the  pure  spirit  on  the  one  side  and  the  object  on  the 
other,  both  being  absolute  existents,  since  they  find  no 
explanation  outside  themselves.  The  soul  is  pure  in  itself ; 
the  body  hangs  on  to  it.  How  does  this  happen  ? 

What  is  the  relation  of  the  self  to  knowledge  ?  Are  they 
different  or  are  they  one  ?  If  they  are  different,  then  expe¬ 
rience  of  pleasure  or  pain  at  a  certain  point  in  the  body  will 
belong  to  knowledge  and  not  to  self,  and  so  the  self  will  not 
be  able  to  feel  pleasure  or  pain.  We  cannot  say  that  know¬ 
ledge  is  a  function  (vyapara)  of  the  self,  for  then  it  must  be 
caused.  But,  in  Ramanuja,  knowledge  is  eternal  and  inde¬ 
pendent,  and  not  a  product.  If  the  self  and  knowledge  are 
one,  then  even  the  self  will  be  liable  to  expansion  and  con¬ 
traction.  But  the  atomic  soul  cannot  expand  and  contract. 
The  relation  between  the  self,  which  is  itself  made  up  of 
consciousness,1  and  knowledge,  is  not  clearly  conceived.  The 
self  is  filled  with  consciousness,  and  has  also  for  its  quality 
consciousness.2  “  Knowledge  is  distinct  from  the  knowing 
subject  whose  quality  it  is,  as  smell  which  is  perceived  as  a 
quality  of  earth  is  distinct  from  earth/’  3  But  Ramanuja 
admits  that  in  deep  sleep  there  is  consciousness,  though  it 
does  not  relate  itself  to  objects. 4  The  nature  of  self  is  not  so 
much  knowledge  as  pure  consciousness,  which,  now  and  then, 
relates  itself  to  objects. 

The  relation  of  the  jiva  to  Brahman  is  not  free  from 
difficulties.  Ramanuja  says  :  “  The  highest  Brahman  resolved 
to  be  many.  It  thereupon  sent  forth  the  entire  world,  con¬ 
sisting  of  fire,  water,  etc.,  introduced  in  this  world  so  sent 

1  Vijnanamayo  hi  jivo  na  buddhimatram  (i.  i.  13). 

*  ii.  3-  29-  3  ii.  3.  tj. 

4  JMnasya  visayagocaratvam  jagaryadav  upalabhyate  (ii.  3.  31). 
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forth,  the  whole  mass  of  individual  souls  (cetanam  jlvavargam) 
into  different  bodies,  divine,  human,  etc.,  corresponding  to 
the  desert  of  each  soul,  and  finally  itself  entering  according  to 
its  wish  into  these  souls,  so  as  to  constitute  their  inner  self 
(jivantaratma),  evolved  in  all  these  aggregates  names  and 
forms,  i.e.  rendered  each  aggregate  something  substantial 
(vastu)  and  capable  of  being  denoted  by  a  word.”  1  The  jiva 
is  thus  a  reflex  of  the  whole  reality.  Each  jiva  has  (i)  the 
antaryamin  Brahman,  the  light  which  lighteth  every  exist¬ 
ence  ;  (2)  the  soul,  which  is  the  knowing  subject ;  and  (3)  the 
unconscious  instruments  through  which  the  soul  works.  Each 
individual  seems  to  be  a  trinity  in  unity,  even  as  the  supreme 
Brahman  is.*  Brahman  is  the  prototype,  of  which  the  indi¬ 
vidual  is  the  ectype ;  for  each  individual  possesses  in  finite 
and  material  outlines  the  supreme  perfection  of  God.  Again, 
when  the  soul  casts  off  the  body  and  enters  on  the  state  of 
release,  it  seems  to  become  a  bare  point  of  mere  existence. 
It  is  not  cut  off  from  God,  since  the  currents  of  divine  life 
flow  through  it.  Will  there  not  be  an  overlapping  of  these 
souls  ?  If  not,  what  is  it  that  distinguishes  these  souls  from 
one  another  ?  Are  they  substances  in  their  own  right,  or 
mere  qualities  housed  in  the  Absolute  ?  Ramanuja  believes 
that  each  of  these  souls  has  a  centrality  and  has  experiences 
which  it  organises  into  a  unity,  but  the  logic  of  it  all  seems 
to  be  rather  weak. 

Ramanuja’s  conception  of  the  individual  self  reminds  us 
of  the  Scholastic  theory  of  substance  which  Kant,  in  his 
Refutation  of  Rational  Psychology,  and  Sarhkara,  in  his  com¬ 
mentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra,  have  attacked.  Ramanuja 
believes  in  a  continuous  self-identical  entity  which  is  eternal, 
while  Samkara  maintains  that  the  quality  of  continuous  self- 
identity  is  true  only  of  the  atman.  On  Ramanuja’s  view,  it 
is  difficult  to  know  the  relation  between  the  continuous 
development  and  the  identical  essence  of  the  self.  As  in 
Hegel,  we  have  here  an  identity  of  process,  an  identity  which 
is  said  to  persist  in  and  through  difference.  If  the  identity 
of  individual  self  is  not  affected  by  the  passage  from  body 
to  body,  or  by  the  periodic  suspension  of  consciousness,  it 


*  i.  i.  13. 


*  AcijjlvaviSiftaparamatma,  (i.  i.  i%)„ 
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follows  that  the  bodily  relation,  memory  and  consciousness, 
are  not  fundamental  to  the  nature  of  the  self.  We  cannot 
understand  what  the  permanent  unchanging  nature  of  the  self 
is  to  which  all  the  known  experiences  are  irrelevant.  We 
seem  to  be  reduced  to  an  abstract  monadism  where  terms 
like  personal  identity,  continuity  of  consciousness,  immor¬ 
tality  and  pre-existence  are  meaningless.  The  abstract  monad 
has  little  to  do  with  the  concrete  living  self  of  experience. 
It  is  an  assumption  to  hold  that  the  simple  colourless  unit 
called  the  self  is  different  in  each  individual.  We  are  obliged 
to  admit  that  there  is  a  fundamental  atman  in  each  individual, 
which  is  somehow  related  to  a  fluid  historical  development. 

Samkara  and  Ramanuja  are  the  two  great  thinkers  of  the 
Vedanta,  and  the  best  qualities  of  each  were  the  defects  of 
the  other.  Samkara’s  apparently  arid  logic  made  his  system 
unattractive  religiously  ;  Ramanuja’s  beautiful  stories  of  the 
other  world,  which  he  narrates  with  the  confidence  of  one  who 
had  personally  assisted  at  the  origination  of  the  world,  carry 
no  conviction.  Samkara’s  devastating  dialectic,  which  traces 
all — God,  man  and  the  world — to  one  ultimate  consciousness, 
produces  not  a  little  curling  of  the  lips  in  the  followers  of 
Ramanuja.  Samkara’s  followers  outdo  the  master,  and  bring 
his  doctrine  perilously  near  atheistic  mentalism.  The  fol¬ 
lowers  of  Ramanuja  move  with  as  much  Olympian  assurance 
through  the  chambers  of  the  Divine  mind  as  Milton  through 
the  halls  of  heaven.  Yet  Ramanuja  had  the  greatness  of  a 
religious  genius.  Ideas  flowed  in  on  him  from  various  sources 
— the  Upanisads  and  the  Agamas,  the  Puranas  and  the 
Prabandham — and  he  responded  to  them  all  with  some 
side  of  his  religious  nature.  All  their  different  elements  are 
held  together  in  the  indefinable  unity  of  religious  experience. 
The  philosophic  spirit  was  strong  in  Ramanuja,  so,  too,  was 
his  religious  need.  He  tries  his  best  to  reconcile  the  demands 
of  the  religious  feeling  with  the  claims  of  logical  thinking. 
If  he  did  not  succeed  in  the  attempt  to  give  us  a  systematic 
and  self-contained  philosophy  of  religion,  it  should  not. 
surprise  us.  Much  more  remarkable  is  the  deep  earnestness 
and  hard  logic  with  which  he  conceived  the  problem  and 
laboured  to  bridge  the  yawning  gulf  between  the  apparently 
conflicting  claims  of  religion  and  philosophy.  A  thin  intellect 
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with  no  depth  of  soul  may  be  blind  to  the  wonders  of  God’s 
ways,  and  may  have  offered  us  a  seemingly  simple  solution. 
Not  so  Ramanuja,  who  gives  us  the  best  type  of  monotheism 
conceivable,  inset  with  touches  of  immanentism.1 

REFERENCES. 

Ramanuja’s  commentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra:  Thibaut’s  E.T. 
S.B.E.,  XLVIII. 

Ramanuja’s  commentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra  :  Rangacarya’s  E.T. 
Ramanuja’s  commentary  on  the  Bhagavad  Gita :  Govindacarya’s 
E.T. 

Yatindramatadipika :  Govindacarya’s  E.T. 

S.D.S.,  Ch.  IV. 

*  The  Saguna  Brahman  of  £amkara  and  the  brahmaloka  answer  to 
Ramanuja’s  Visnu  and  vaikuntha.  Samkara  presses  the  point  that  these 
conceptions,  though  the  highest  open  to  us,  are  not  the  highest  in  them¬ 
selves.  This  reservation  makes  little  difference  so  far  as  life  is  concerned. 


CHAPTER  X 


THE  SAIVA,  THE  SAKTA,  AND  THE  LATER 

VAISNAVA  THEISM 

•  • 


£aiva  Siddhanta — Literature — Metaphysics,  ethics  and  religion — The 
Pratyabhijna  system  of  Kashmir — ^aktaism — The  dualism  of  Madhva 
— Life  and  literature — Theory  of  knowledge — God — Soul — Nature — 
God  and  the  world — Ethics  and  religion — General  estimate — Nimbarka 
and  Kesava — Vallabha — Caitanya,  Jiva  Gosvami  and  Baladeva. 


I 

Saiva  Siddhanta 

From  the  beginning  the  cult  of  Vaisnavism  had  for  its  chief 
rival  Saivism,1  which  is  even  to-day  a  very  popular  creed  in 
South  India.  While  it  prevailed  in  South  India  even  before 
the  Christian  era,  it  received  a  great  access  of  strength  from 
its  opposition  to  Buddhism  and  Jainism,  which  it,  along  with 
Vaisnavism,  overcame  about  the  fifth  or  the  sixth  century 
after  Christ.  It  elaborated  a  distinctive  philosophy  called 
the  Saiva  Siddhanta  about  the  eleventh  century  a.d.  Dr.  Pope, 
who  gave  much  thought  to  this  system,  regards  it  as  “  the 
most  elaborate,  influential,  and  undoubtedly  the  most  intrinsi¬ 
cally  valuable  of  all  the  religions  of  India.”  2  While  there 
are  striking  similarities  between  the  Siddhanta  and  the 
Saivism  of  Kashmir,  we  cannot  say  that  the  former  owes  its 
general  structure  or  essential  doctrines  to  the  latter.  The 
earliest  Tamil  works,  like  Tolkappiam,  refer  to  the  Arivars  or 

i  Madhava’s  S.D.S.  refers  to  four  schools  of  Saivism  :  Nakullsa-pasupata, 
the  £aiva  and  the  Pratyabhijna,  and  the  Rasesvara.  The  last  is  not  of 
philosophical  interest.  For  the  central  principles  of  the  first,  see  I.P* 
pp.  488-489. 

»  Tiruvasagam,  p.  lxxiv. 
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the  seers,  who  chalked  out  the  path  to  freedom  and  bliss. 
These  latter  were  influenced  by  the  Vedic  conception  of 
Rudra  and  the  Rudra-Siva  cult  of  the  Brahmanas,  the  Mahd- 
bharata  and  the  Svetasvatara  Upanisad.1 2  Besides  these,  the 
twenty-eight  Saiva  Agamas,  especially  the  parts  dealing  with 
jnana  or  knowledge,  the  hymns  of  the  Saiva  saints,  and  the 
works  of  the  later  theologians,  form  the  chief  sources  of 
Southern  Saivism. 


II 

Literature 

Twenty-eight  Agamas  are  recognised,3 4 5  of  which  the  chief  is 
Kamika,  including  the  section  dealing  with  knowledge  called  Mrgendra 
Agama.  The  Tamil  saints  Manikkavasagar  (seventh  century  a.d.) 
and  Sundarar  refer  to  them.  Saiva  devotional  literature  3  belongs  to 
the  period  from  the  fifth  to  the  ninth  centuries.  The  Saiva  hymns 
compiled  by  Nariibi  Andar  Nambi  (a.d.  iooo)  are  collectively  called 
Tirumurai.  The  first  part,  known  as  Devaram,  contains  the  hymns 
of  Sambandar,  Appar  and  Sundarar  ;  of  the  others  the  most  important 
is  Tiruvasagam  of  Manikkavasagar.  Sekkirar’s  Periapuranam  (eleventh 
century),  which  describes  the  lives  of  the  sixty-three  Saiva  saints, 
contains  some  valuable  information.  Meykander’s  Sivajnanabodham 
(thirteenth  century),  regarded  as  an  expansion  of  twelve  verses  of  the 
Raurava  Agama,  is  the  standard  exposition  of  the  Saiva  Siddhanta 
views.  Arulnandi  Sivacarya,  the  first  of  the  forty-nine  disciples  of 
Meykander,  is  the  author  of  the  important  work  Sivajnanasiddhiyar. 
Of  Umapati’s  works  (fourteenth  century),  Sivapmkdkam ,  Tiru-aml- 
payan  are  well  known.  The  Saiva  Siddhanta  rested  on  the  twofold 
tradition  of  the  Vedas  and  the  Agamas  4  and  the  systematic  reconcilia¬ 
tion  of  the  two  was  undertaken  by  Nilakantha  5  (fourteenth  century 

1  See  I.P.,  pp.  88,  488-9,  510  ff. 

2  In  the  Kailasanatha  temple  of  Conjeevaram  we  have  the  earliest 
inscriptional  record  of  the  twenty-eight  Saiva  Agamas  in  which  the  Pallava 
king  Raj asimhavarman  states  his  faith,  and  it  is  said  to  belong  to  the  end 
of  the  fifth  century  a.d. 

3  “  No  cult  in  the  world  has  produced  a  richer  devotional  literature, 
or  one  more  instinct  with  brilliance  of  imagination,  fervour  of  feeling  and 
grace  of  expression  ”  (Barnett  :  The  Heart  of  India,  p.  82). 

4  Tirumular,  quoted  in  Siddhanta  Dlpika,  November  1911,  p.  205. 

Sivajnana  Siddhiyar  says  :  "  The  only  real  books  are  the  Vedas  and  the 

Saivagamas.  ...  Of  them  the  Vedas  are  general  and  given  out  for  all. 
The  Agamas  are  special  and  revealed  for  the  benefit  of  the  blessed,  and  they 
contain  the  essential  truths  of  the  Veda  and  the  Vedanta.  Both  are  said 
to  be  given  out  by  God”  (i.  46).  Cp.  Nilakantha:  vayarh  tu  vedasivaga- 
mayoh  bhedam  na  pasyamah.  Brahmamimdmsa,  p.  156. 

5  See  Nilakantha,  i.  1.  3. 
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a.d.),  who  wrote  a  commentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra,  interpreting 
that  work  in  the  light  of  the  Saiva  system.  He  accepts  generally  the 
standpoint  of  Ramanuja,  and  protests  against  the  absolute  identity  or 
absolute  distinction  of  God  on  the  one  side  and  the  souls  and  the 
world  on  the  other.1  The  supreme  is  Siva,  with  his  consort  Ariiba, 
having  for  his  body  the  conscious  and  unconscious  entities.  Appaya 
Diksita’s  commentary  called  Sivarkamanidipikd  is  of  great  value. 


Ill 

Doctrines 

The  supreme  reality  is  called  Siva,  and  is  regarded  as 
beginningless,  uncaused,  free  from  defects,  the  all-doer  and 
the  all-knower,  who  frees  the  individual  soul  from  the  bonds 
which  fetter  them.  The  formula  of  saccidananda  is  inter¬ 
preted  as  implying  the  eight  attributes  of  self-existence, 
essential  purity,  intuitive  wisdom,  infinite  intelligence,  freedom 
from  all  bonds,  infinite  grace  or  love,  omnipotence,  and  infinite 
bliss.  Some  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God  are  mentioned. 
The  world  is  undergoing  change.  Its  material  cause,  prakrti, 
is  unconscious  like  clay,  and  cannot  organise  itself  into  the 
world.  The  development  is  not  due  to  the  elements,  which 
are  devoid  of  intelligence.  Karma  is  equally  unavailing. 
Kala,  or  time,  is,  according  to  Meykandar,  changeless,  though 
it  appears  to  the  observer  as  changing.3  It  is  a  condition  of 
all  action,  but  is  not  by  itself  an  active  agent.  But  if  God 
is  directly  the  cause,  his  independence  and  perfection  may 
perhaps  be  compromised.  It  is  therefore  said  that  God 
operates  through  his  sakti  as  his  instrumental  cause.  The 
principle  of  karma  works  in  accordance  with  the  spiritual 
ends  of  man.  It  does  not  frame  the  ends  or  make  distinctions 
between  good  and  evil.  These  are  laid  down  by  an  infinite 
spirit,  who  also,  with  the  aid  of  his  sakti,  sees  to  it  that  the 
souls  get  their  proper  rewards.  As  the  jar  has  the  potter  for 
its  first  cause,  the  staff  and  the  wheel  for  its  instrumental 
cause,  and  clay  for  its  material  cause,  even  so  the  world  has 

1  Many  of  the  central  passages  are  echoes  of  Ramanuja’s  bhasya.  Cp., 
eg.,  Suksmacidacidvisistam  brahma  karanam,  sthfilacidacidvisistam  tat 
karyam  bhavati  (i.  1.2).  But  see  Appaya  Diksita’s  Andndalahari. 

2  Sivaihanabodham .  i.  x. 
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Siva  for  its  first  cause,  sakti  for  its  instrumental  cause,  and 
maya  for  its  material  cause.  As  sound  fills  all  the  notes  of 
a  tune,  or  flavour  pervades  the  fruit,  so  God,  by  his  £akti, 
pervades  the  whole  world  so  fully  that  he  does  not  appear 
to  be  different  from  it.  God  is  the  soul  of  which  the  universe 
of  nature  and  man  is  the  body.  He  is  not  identical  with 
them,  though  he  dwells  in  them  and  they  in  him.  Non¬ 
dualism  does  not  mean  oneness  (ekatva),  but  inseparability. 

Siva  is  everlasting,  since  he  is  not  limited  by  time.  He  is 
omnipresent.  He  works  through  his  sakti,  which  is  not 
unconscious  but  conscious  energy — the  very  body  of  God. 
This  body  is  composed  of  the  five  mantras,1  and  subserves  the 
five  functions  of  creation,  sustenance  and  destruction  of  the 
universe,  obscuration  or  embodiment  (tirodhana)  and  libera¬ 
tion  of  the  souls.  His  knowledge  is  ever-shining  and  imme¬ 
diate.  According  to  the  Pauskara  Agama,  Sakti,  called 
Kundalini  (the  coiled),  or  suddhamaya,  is  that  from  which 
Siva  derives  his  functions  and  in  which  his  being  is  grounded. 
Sakti  is  the  intermediate  link  between  Siva  pure  conscious¬ 
ness  and  matter  the  unconscious.  It  is  the  upadhi,  the 
cause  of  the  differentiation  of  Siva’s  functions.2  It  is  the 
cause  of  the  bondage  of  all  beings  from  Ananta,  who  is  next 
only  to  Siva,  downwards,  and  also  of  their  release.  Sakti, 
often  called  Uma,  is  but  the  reflex  of  Siva,  and  not  an  inde¬ 
pendent  existence.  The  Absolute  in  itself  is  called  Siva,  and 
the  Absolute  in  relation  to  objects  is  called  Sakti.  In  the 
Siddhdnta,  Siva  is  not  only  the  Absolute  of  metaphysics,  but 
the  God  of  religion.  He  is  the  saviour  and  guru,  and  he  assumes 
this  form  out  of  his  great  love  for  mankind.  He  is  the  God 
of  love. 3 

To  the  Lord  (pati)  belong  the  pasu,  literally  cattle,  the 
infinite  host  of  souls.  He  is  not  their  creator,  since  they  are 
eternal.  The  soul  is  distinct  from  the  body,  which  is  an 
unconscious  object  of  experience  (bhogya).  Its  presence  is 
evidenced  from  the  facts  of  memory  and  recognition.  It  is 
an  omnipresent,  constant,  conscious  actor.  It  is  the  abode 

1  Sadyojata,  Vamadeva,  Aghora,  Tatpurusa  and  Isana.  Cp.  Tait.  Aran., 
x.  43.  47. 

*  Pauskara  Agama,  ii.  1. 

3  Sivaprakasam,  i.  1  ;  Nallasvami  PilJai :  Saiva  Siddhdnta,  p.  277. 
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of  the  eternal  and  omnipresent  citsakti.1  It  has  consciousness 
(caitanyam),  whose  essence  lies  in  the  act  of  seeing  (drkkri- 
yarupam).  Recording  to  Sivajnanasiddhiyar ,  the  soul  is 
distinct  from  the  gross  body  as  well  as  the  subtle,  though 
united  to  them,  and  it  has  the  functions  of  desire,  thought 
and  action  (icchajhanakriya).2  It  becomes  one  with  the 
thing  in  which  it  dwells  for  the  time  being.  In  the  world  of 
samsara  it  concentrates  on  worldly  things,  while  in  the  state 
of  release  it  centres  its  consciousness  on  God.  During  pralaya, 
the  souls  devoid  of  embodiment  rest  as  powers  and  energies 
in  the  great  Siva.  The  number  of  souls  cannot  be  increased 
or  decreased.  As  more  souls  get  released  the  embodied  ones 
become  reduced  in  number.  Consciousness  is  perfectly  mani¬ 
fested  in  the  liberated,  while  it  is  obscured  in  the  unliberated. 
The  individual  souls  are  of  three  classes,  according  as  they 
are  subject  to  the  three,  two  or  one  of  the  impurities. 3  The 
earth  and  the  rest  are  also  the  effects  of  God’s  creation.  They 
are  unconscious  and  serve  the  purposes  of  the  souls. 

The  web  of  bonds  (pasajala)  is  distinguished  into  avidya, 
karma  and  may  a.  4  The  first  is  called  anavamala,  or  the 
taint  due  to  the  false  notion  of  finiteness  (anutva)  which  the 
soul  has.  The  self,  which  is  pure  consciousness,  imagines 
itself  to  be  finite  and  confined  to  the  body  and  of  limited 
knowledge  and  power.  It  is  ignorant  of  its  nature  as  con¬ 
sciousness  and  also  mistakes  the  body  for  its  reality.  This 
is  the  bondage  (pasutva)  of  the  soul  (pasu).  This  avidya  is 
one  in  all  beings,  beginningless,  dense,  great  and  multiform. 
Creation,  destruction,  etc.,  take  place  with  reference  to  the 
finite  world,  and  so  they  are  regarded  as  the  modifications 
(parinama)  of  avidya. 5  Karma  is  the  cause  of  the  conjunction 
of  the  conscious  soul  with  the  unconscious  body.  It  is  an 
auxiliary  of  avidya.  It  is  called  karma  because  it  is  produced 
by  the  activities  of  beings.  It  is  as  unseen  (adrsta)  as  it  is 
subtle.  It  prevails  during  creation  and  merges  back  into 

1  Mrgendra  Agama,  vii.  5.  »  iii.  1. 

3  The  highest  (vijnanakala)  are  freed  from  maya  and  karma,  and  have 
only  the  one  impunity  of  anavam.  The  next  (pralayakala)  are  those  who 
are  subject  to  the  impurities  of  anavam  and  karma,  which  bind  them  to 
rebirth  ;  and  the  last  (sakala)  include  all  beings  subject  to  the  three 
impurities. 

4  Mrgendra  Agama,  ii.  3-7. 


5  Ibid.,  vii.  11. 
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may  a  during  pralaya.  It  cannot  be  destroyed,  but  must 
work  out  its  results.1  Maya  is  the  material  cause  of  the 
world,  unconscious  in  nature,2  the  seed  of  the  universe, 
possessing  many  powers,  omnipresent  and  imperishable. 
“  As  the  trunk,  the  leaf  and  the  fruit  latent  in  the  seed  grow 
thereform,  so  the  universe  from  kala  to  earth  (ksiti)  develops 
from  may  a.”  3 

The  process  of  creation  receives  great  attention  in  the  Saiva 
system.  While  Siva  is  pure  consciousness,  matter  is  pure  uncon¬ 
sciousness,  and  Sakti  is  said  to  meditate  between  the  two.  She 
is  not  the  material  cause  of  the  world,  since  she  is  of  the  nature 
of  consciousness  [caitanya).  She  is  the  external  sound,  the  con¬ 
necting-link  between  the  gross  and  the  subtle,  the  material  and 
the  spiritual,  the  word  and  the  concepts  Suddhamaya,  the  mother 
of  the  universe,  is  Vak,  or  Nada,  “the  voice  of  the  silence." 
The  Saiva  Siddhanta  analyses  the  universe  into  thirty-six  tattvas 
as  against  the  twenty-five  of  the  Samkhya.  Above  the  purusa, 
we  have  the  pancakancuka,  or  the  fivefold  envelope  of  niyati 
(order),  kala  (time),  raga  (interest),  vidya  (knowledge),  kala  (power). 
Above  kala  there  are  maya,  Suddhavidya,  I6vara,  Sadasiva,  Sakti 
and  Siva.  Sivatattva  is  a  class  by  itself;  SadaSiva,  l6vara  and 
Suddhavidya  form  the  Vidyatattvas,  and  the  other  thirty-two  from 
maya  downwards  are  the  Atmatattvas.  These  are  the  different 
stages  of  evolution.  Maya  first  evolves  into  the  subtle  principles 
and  then  into  the  gross.  Kala,  the  first  principle  evolved  from 
maya,  overcomes  the  impurities  obstructing  the  manifestation  of 
consciousness,  and  helps  it  to  manifest  itself  in  accordance  with 
karma;  by  the  next  principle  of  vidya,  the  soul  derives  the  ex¬ 
perience  of  pleasure  and  pain.  “  That  instrument  by  which  the 
active  soul  observes  the  operations  of  buddhi  is  vidya. "5  Maya 
is  the  desire  on  which  all  experience  depends.  Kala  or  time  regulates 
experiences  as  past,  present  and  future.  Time  is  not  eternal,  for 
eternity  is  independence  of  time.  Niyati  is  the  fixed  order  governing 
the  distinction  of  bodies,  organs  and  the  like,  for  the  different  souls. 
The  purusas  are  enveloped  by  these  five.  The  Saiva  Siddhanta 
holds  that  the  mulaprakrti  of  the  Samkhya  is  itself  a  product,  and 
admits  five  subtle  principles  beyond  it.  Of  these  five,  the  first  three 
serve  to  manifest  the  powers  of  knowledge,  action  and  feeling,  while 
the  other  two  answer  roughly  to  time  and  space.  Prakrti  is  the 
stuff  of  which  the  worlds  which  the  purusa  is  to  experience  are  made. 
It  is  the  first  gross  development.  From  prakrti  evolve  the  gunas, 
from  the  gunas  the  buddhi;  the  rest  of  the  evolution  is  on  the  lines  of 
the  Samkhya. 


1  viii.  1-5. 

*  Ibid.,  ii.  17. 


*  ix.  2-4. 


3  Pauskara  Agama,  iii.  4. 
5  Ibid.,  v.  9. 
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Sivatattva  is  the  niskala,  or  undifferentiated  basis  of  all  conscious¬ 
ness  and  action.  “  When  6uddhamaya,  the  &akti  of  Siva,  begins  her 
life  of  activity,  then  Siva  becomes  the  experiencing  (bhoga)  Siva  ;  he 
is  Sadaiiva,  also  called  Sadakhya,  not  really  separate  from  Siva.  When 
Suddhamaya  is  actually  active,  the  experiencing  Siva  becomes  the 
ruling  (adhikara.)  Siva  ;  he  is  then  Bvara,  not  really  separate  from 
Sadasiva.”  1  It  is  Sadasiva  that  has  the  body  of  the  five  mantras, 
and  not  Siva.  Suddhavidya  is  the  cause  of  true  knowledge.  Between 
world  periods  there  are  pauses  of  quiescence,  at  the  end  of  which 
evolution  sets  in.  The  Lord  helps  the  impurities  to  manifest  them¬ 
selves,  and  sustains  the  whole  course  of  their  development  for  the 
ultimate  good  of  the  souls  dependent  on  his  grace.2  He  takes  note 
of  the  activities  of  the  souls  and  helps  them  in  their  onward  pursuit. 
Respect  for  the  law  of  karma  is  not  a  limitation  of  God’s  independence, 
for  the  law  of  karma  is  the  means  he  employs. 3 

The  Saiva  Siddhanta  does  not  support  the  illusory  con¬ 
ception  of  the  world.  The  beginningless  samsara  is  due  to 
matter  and  souls  which  are  also  eternal.  The  world  has  a 
serious  moral  purpose,  and  cannot  be  dismissed  as  a  mere 
error  or  jest.  God  is  for  ever  engaged  in  the  rescue  of  souls 
from  the  bondage  of  matter.  The  unceasing  rhythm  of  the 
world,  with  the  law  of  karma  regulating  it,  continues  for  the 
one  purpose  of  attracting  man  to  the  higher  life.  “  Siva 
desires  that  all  should  know  him,”  says  Meykander.4  It  is 
not  merely  the  ambition  of  the  soul  to  know  God,  but  it  is 
the  desire  of  the  Lord  as  well. 

Sin  is  the  threefold  bond  from  which  we  have  to  obtain 
emancipation.  We  must  get  rid  of  the  anavam  or  the  avidya, 
or  the  defilement  which  darkens  the  light  of  the  soul,  neutralise 
the  karma  which  produces  rebirth,  and  shake  off  the  maya, 
which  is  the  basis  of  all  impurities.  God  helps  us  in  our 
endeavours.  A  metaphysical  absolute,  unaffected  by  the 
pleasures  and  pains  of  the  soul,  is  of  no  avail.  But  Siva  is 
full  of  grace  and  is  waiting  through  successive  aeons  to  receive 
the  recognition  of  the  soul  and  his  adoring  love.  A  personal 
tie  binds  the  soul  to  God.  The  grace  of  God  is  the  road  to 
freedom.  It  demands  childlike  trust  in  Siva.  “  To  those 
who  draw  not  nigh  he  gives  no  boon  ;  to  those  who  draw 
nigh  he  vouchsafes  a*i  good  ;  the  great  God  knows  no  dis- 

5  Pauskara  Agama,  i.  25-26.  *  vii.  11-22. 

3  S.D.S.,  vii ;  Sivajnanabodham,  ii.  5. 

4  Sivajnanabodham,  xii.  3. 
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like.”  1  The  Saiva  saints  yearn  to  see  God  Manikkavasagar 
sings : — 


To  cast  quite  off  this  sinful  frame  ;  to  enter  Siva’s  home 
To  see  the  wondrous  Light,  that  so  these  eyes  may  gladness  gain  ; 
O  Infinite,  without  compare  !  The  assembly  of  Thy  saints 
Of  old,  to  see.  Behold,  O  Sire,  Thy  servant’s  soul  hath  yearned.2 

The  consciousness  of  sin  is  intensely  felt,  and  some  saints 
utter  the  cry  that  their  sins  are  shutting  them  off  from  com¬ 
munion  with  God. 3  The  devotion  of  the  Saivas  is  more 

virile  and  masculine  than  that  of  the  Vaisnavas. 

•  • 

Tiruvasagam  4  depicts  in  beautiful  hymns  the  progress  of 
the  soul  from  the  bondage  of  ignorance  and  passion  into  the 
liberty  of  light  and  love,  its  first  awakening,  its  joy  and 
exaltation,  waywardness  and  despondency,  struggle  and 
unrest,  the  peace  and  the  joy  of  union.  In  the  intuition  of 
God,  the  distinction  of  knower,  knowledge  and  known  is  said 
to  disappear.  5  There  was,  at  any  rate,  in  the  early  form  of 
Saivism,  a  spirit  of  toleration.  “  Whatever  God  you  worship, 
even  as  he  Siva  will  appear.  He  who  is  above  all  this  will 
understand  your  true  worship  and  show  you  grace.”  6  The 
guru  or  the  teacher  plays  an  important  part  in  the  scheme  of 
salvation.  The  true  guru  is  one  who  is  in  his  last  birth  ;  and 
Siva  himself  is  said  to  live  in  the  guru,  looking  lovingly  on 
the  disciple  through  the  eyes  of  the  guru. 7  There  are  no 
incarnations  of  Siva,  though  he  appears  frequently  to  test 

1  Tiru-arul-payan ,  i.  9.  *  Pope’s  Trans.,  Tiruvasagam,  xxv.  9. 

3  Cp.  Appar  : — 

“  Evil,  all  evil  my  race,  evil  my  qualities  all. 

Great  am  I  only  in  sin,  evil  is  even  my  good. 

Evil  my  innermost  self,  foolish,  avoiding  the  pure. 

Beast  am  I  not,  yet  the  ways  of  the  beast  I  can  never  forsake. 

•  «•«••• 

Ah  !  wretched  man  that  I  am, 

Whereunto  came  I  to  birth.” 

(Kingsbury  and  Philips  :  Hymns  of  the  Tamil  Saivite  Saints,  p.  47.) 

4  Regarding  the  literature  of  the  &aiva  Siddhanta,  Sir  Charles  Eliot 
writes  :  “In  no  literature  with  which  I  am  acquainted  has  the  individual 
religious  life — its  struggles  and  dejections,  its  hopes  and  fears,  its  confidence 
and  its  triumph — received  a  delineation  more  frank  and  more  profound  ” 
{Hinduism  and  Buddhism,  vol.  ii,  p.  217). 

5  Tiru-arul-payan,  viii.  74.  4  Sivajhanasiddhiyar 

7  Tiru-arul-payan,  v. 
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the  bhakti  of  the  devotees  or  initiate  them  into  truth.  But 
Siva  is  not  born  ;  nor  has  he  any  human  career. 

The  ethical  virtues  are  insisted  on.  Siddhiyar  says . 
“  They  have  no  love  for  God  who  have  no  love  for  all  man¬ 
kind/'  1  Though  the  law  of  karma  is  inviolable,  the  choice 
of  the  soul  is  not  fettered.  God  is  always  ready  to  second 
the  efforts  of  man.  Karma  and  j liana  conjointly  produce 
release.2  The  restrictions  of  caste  lose  their  rigour  in  any 
true  theism.  Though  Manikkavasagar  did  not  develop  a 
defiant  attitude  towards  the  caste  rules,  the  later  Saivas, 
Pattanathu  Pillai,  Kapilar,  and  the  Telugu  poet,  Vemana, 
are  critical  of  the  caste  restrictions.  Tirumular  held  that 
there  was  only  one  caste,  even  as  there  was  only  one  God. 3 
The  reform  movement  of  Basava  (middle  of  the  twelfth 
century)  is  marked  by  its  revolt  against  the  supremacy  of  the 
Brahmin,  though  Basava  himself  was  a  Brahmin. 4  This  sect 
does  not  accept  the  hypothesis  of  rebirth. 

After  the  destruction  of  pasa,  the  individual  is  said  to 
become  Siva, 5  i.e.  attain  perfect  resemblance  to  him,  though 
the  five  functions  of  creation,  etc.,  are  reserved  for  God  only.6 
Since  the  soul  has  no  dust  or  darkness  in  it,  the  light  of  God 
shines  through  it.  Deliverance  is  not  becoming  one  with 
God,  but  enjoying  the  presence  of  the  Lord.  Meykandar 
says  :  “  Did  the  soul  perish  on  becoming  united  with  Siva, 
there  would  be  no  eternal  being  to  be  associated  with  God. 
If  it  does  not  perish,  but  remains  a  dissociated  being,  then 
there  would  be  no  union  with  God.  But  the  impurities  will 
cease  to  affect  the  soul,  and  then  the  soul,  like  the  union  of 
salt  with  water,  will  become  united  with  Siva  as  his  servant 
and  exist  at  his  feet  as  one  with  him."  7  "On  the  removal 
of  sin,  the  soul  attains  to  the  status  of  Siva  himself."  8  The 

1  xii.  2,  quoted  in  Siddhdnta  Dipikd,  November  1912,  p.  239. 

1  Nllakantha,  i.  1.  1. 

3  Onre  kulamum  oruvane  devanum  (Tirumantram) . 

4  Though  the  Lingayata  reformation  started  with  a  vigorous  protest 
against  the  caste  system,  the  Lingayats  to-day  observe  caste  divisions. 

5  Mrgendra  Agama,  vi.  7.  “  Nirantaram  sivo  'ham  iti  bhavana  pravahena, 
sithilitapasataya’pagatapasubhava  upasakah  siva  eva  bhavati  ”  (Nllakantha 
on  iv.  1.  3). 

6  Nllakantha  on  iv.  4.  7. 

7  Sivajndnabodham,  xi.  5  bee  also  Pope’s  Note  iii,  Tiruvdsagam, 

P-  xlii.  8  Nllakantha,  iv.  4.  4. 
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freed  souls  may  exist  in  an  embodied  or  disembodied  condi¬ 
tion.1  Some  Saivas  believe  that  in  emancipation  the  body 
itself  is  irradiated  with  the  light  of  Siva  ;  others  think  that 
the  souls  acquire  some  miraculous  powers.  Before  they 
attain  union  with  the  Supreme,  the  souls  must  consume  the 
fruits  of  their  deeds.  The  jlvanmukta,  though  in  the  body, 
is  one  in  feeling  and  faculty  with  the  Supreme.  He  does  not 
engage  in  works  which  lead  to  further  embodiments.  He  is 
filled  with  the  presence  of  God.2 * * 5  He  continues  to  be  embodied 
until  his  past  karma  is  exhausted,  and  the  deeds  of  the  interval 
are  consumed  by  the  grace  of  God.3  All  the  deeds  performed 
by  the  freed  are  due  to  the  impulsion  of  God  within  them  4 

IV 

The  Pratyabhijna  System 

Though  the  Agamas  were  also  the  basis  of  Kashmir 
Saivism,  the  later  works  show  a  distinct  leaning  to  Advaitism. 

Vasugupta  (eighth  century  a.d.)  is  said  to  have  found  the  Siva 
Sutra  and  taught  it  to  Kallata.  Spanda  Karika  composed  by  Vasu¬ 
gupta  or  Kallata,  Somananda’s  Sivadrsti  (a.d.  900),  Utpala’s  Pratya¬ 
bhijna  Sutra  (a.d.  930),  Abhinavagupta's  Paramarthasara  and  Pratya- 
bhijndvimarsini,  Taniraloka,  Ksemaraja’s  Sivasutravimarsini  and  Span - 
dasandoha,  are  some  of  the  important  works  of  this  school.  They 
accept  the  Saiva  Agamas  and  the  Siddhanta  works  as  authoritative, 
and  modify  them  in  the  direction  of  Samkara’s  Advaita.  These 
works,  which  show  differences  of  opinion  and  are  said  to  represent 
three  distinct  kinds  of  monistic  idealism,  are  collectively  called  Trika.5 
Siva  Sutra  with  Bhaskara’s  Varttika  and  Ksemarajas  Vimarsini  repre¬ 
sents  one  tendency ;  Vasugupta’s  Spanda  Karika,  with  Kallata’s 
Vrtti,  expound  an  idealism  which  is  not  much  different  from  the  first. 
Somananda’s  Sivadrsti  and  Utpala’s  Pratyabhijna  Sutra  and  Abhinava- 

1  Nilakanfha,  iv.  4.  5-  a  Tiru-arul-payan,  x.  93. 

3  Ibid.,  x.  98. 

4  “  The  tongue  itself  that  cries  to  thee, — all  other  powers 

Of  my  whole  being  that  cry  out — all  are  Thyself  ! 

Thou  art  my  way  of  strength  !  The  trembling  thrill  that  runs 

Through  me  is  Thee  !  Myself  the  whole  of  ill  and  weal ! 

None  other  here  1  .  .  .” 

(Pope’s  trans.  of  Tiruvdhagam,  xxxiii.  5.) 

5  They  are  so  called  since  they  treat  of  the  ultimates,  God,  soul  And 
matter. 


vol.  n 
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gupta’s  works  support  non-dualism.1  Of  these  the  last  seemed  to 
Madhava  the  most  important,  for  he  brings  the  other  two  under  it,2 
and  the  supporters  of  the  doctrine  also  held  that  all  other  systems 
were  preparatory  stages  for  it. 3 

The  only  reality  of  the  universe  is  Siva,  who  is  infinite 
consciousness  and  unrestricted  independence.  He  has  many 
other  features  like  omnipresence,  eternality,  formlessness, 
though  independence  (svacchanda)  is  peculiar  to  him.  Siva 
is  the  subject  as  well  as  the  object,  the  experiencer  as  well 
as  the  experienced. 4  “  As  the  consciousness  on  which  all 

this  resultant  world  is  established,  whence  it  issues,  is  free 
in  its  nature,  it  cannot  be  restricted  anywhere.  As  it  moves 
in  the  differentiated  states  of  waking,  sleeping,  etc.,  identi¬ 
fying  itself  with  them,  it  never  falls  from  its  true  nature  as 
the  knower.”  5  In  the  strain  of  Advaita  Vedanta,  it  is  said, 
“  That  in  which  there  is  no  pleasure,  no  pain,  no  known  or 
knower,  nor  again  unconsciousness,  alone  really  exists.” 6 
The  reality  of  the  subject  does  not  require  proof,  since  all 
proof  assumes  it. 7  A  second  to  Siva  there  is  none.  The 
world  exists  within  consciousness,  though  it  seems  to  be 
outside.  “The  Lord,  of  the  form  of  cit  (intelligence),  being 
under  the  influence  of  desire,  causes  the  totality  of  objects 
to  shine,  as  if  existing  outside,  though  without  a  substratum, 
like  a  Yogi.”  8  The  existence  of  a  prompting  cause,  like 
karma,  or  a  material  cause,  like  prakrti,  for  the  creation  of  the 
world  is  not  admitted.  Nor  is  may  a  the  principle  which 
creates  illusory  forms.  God  is  absolutely  independent,  and 
creates  all  that  exists  by  the  mere  force  of  his  will.  He  makes 
the  world  appear  in  himself  as  if  it  were  distinct  from  himself, 
though  not  so  really  ;  even  as  objects  appear  in  a  mirror. 
God  is  as  unaffected  by  the  objects  of  his  creation  as  the 
mirror  is  by  the  images  reflected  in  it.  By  his  own  wonderful 
power  (sakti)  inherent  in  him,  God  appears  in  the  form  of 

1  See  Paramarthasara,  pp.  34  and  36,  48-50,  54. 

*  S.D.S.,  viii. 

3  Tad  bhumikah  sarvadarsanasthitayah  ( Pratyabhijnahrdaya  Sutra,  p.  8). 

4  Spandakdrika,  p.  29.  5  Ibid.,  pp.  2-4. 

6  Ibid.,  p.  5.  7  Sivasutravimarsini,  p.  5. 

8  Isvarapratyabhijha  Sutra,  v.  6.  Paramarthasara  says  that  the  Lord, 
compact  of  thought  and  bliss,  brings  into  being  £akti,  maya,  prakrti  and 
the  earth  (see  4).  The  Lord  assumes  the  semblance  of  gods,  men,  etc.  (6). 
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souls  and  constitutes  objects  for  their  experiences.1  The  only 
reality  is  the  unlimited  pure  self,  the  one  and  only  substratum 
of  the  universe,  whose  activity  (spanda,  vibration)  is  the  cause 
of  all  distinctions. 

While  Siva  is  the  changeless  reality  underlying  the  entire  universe, 
his  energy  or  £akti  has  an  infinity  of  aspects,  of  which  the  chief  are 
cit  (intelligence),  ananda  (bliss),  iccha  (will),  jnana  (knowledge),  and, 
kriya  (creative  power).  Thirty-six  tattvas  or  principles,  are  recognised. 
When  Sakti  functions  as  cit,  the  Absolute  becomes  the  pure  experience 
called  Sivatattva.  So  soon  as  life  is  introduced  by  the  operation  of 
the  ananda  of  Sakti,  we  get  the  second  stage  of  Saktitattva.  The  will 
to  self-expression  brings  about  the  third  stage  of  being.  There  is 
next  the  conscious  experience  (jnana)  of  being,  the  l&varatattva  with 
its  power  and  will  to  create  the  universe.  In  the  next  stage  there  is 
the  knower,  as  well  as  the  object  of  knowledge,  when  action  (kriya) 
commences.  It  is  the  stage  of  Suddhcividyd.  Thus  the  five  trans¬ 
cendental  tattvas  are  the  expression  of  the  Sakti  of  Siva  with  its  five 
powers. 

The  phenomenal  world  arises  through  the  force  of  maya,  from 
which  the  limitations  of  space  (niyati),  time  (kala),  interest  (raga), 
knowledge  (vidya)  and  power  (kala)  arise.  Through  the  force  of 
maya,  the  infinite  experience  manifests  itself  in  a  number  of  limited 
experiences  or  purusas.  But  all  limitation  implies  a  somewhat  which 
limits.  The  distinction  between  purusa  and  prakpti  arises.  Further 
evolution  is  on  the  lines  of  the  Samkhya  scheme.  All  the  stages  of 
evolution  are  traced  back  to  the  one  absolute  Siva.  The  cyclical 
appearance  and  disappearance  of  the  world  are  admitted.  The  process 
of  the  manifestation  (abhasa)  of  the  universe  does  not  stain  the  purity 
of  the  absolute  Siva,  who  transcends  his  own  manifestations. 

As  the  soul  is  of  the  nature  of  consciousness,  and  the  individual 
soul  is  the  same  as  the  universal  soul,  the  doctrine  of  an  ultimate 
plurality  of  souls  is  denied.  The  pure  consciousness  dwells  in  each 
of  us,  though  it  is  obscured  by  unreal  upadhis.  Our  bondage  is  due  to 
ignorance  (ajnana).3  Ksemaraja  observes  :  “  Being  infinite  conscious¬ 
ness,  the  soul  thinks  ‘  I  am  finite  '  ;  being  independent,  he  thinks  ‘  I 
am  the  body.’  3  It  forgets  that  the  world  is  wholly  unreal  apart 
from  Siva  and  that  the  soul  is  identical  with  Siva." 

Recognition  (pratyabhijna)  of  the  reality  is  all  that  is  needed  for 
release.  If  the  individual  soul  is  one  with  the  universal  soul,  it  may 
be  asked,  why  is  the  recognition  of  the  fact  necessary  ?  Madhava 
answers  the  question  by  an  analogy.  A  love-sick  woman  is  not  con¬ 
soled  by  the  mere  presence  of  the  lover,  she  must  recognise  him  to  be 
so.  The  bondage  of  ignorance  is  overcome  only  by  this  recognition. 
When  the  soul  recognises  itself  as  God,  it  rests  in  the  mystic  bliss  of 

1  Paramarthasdra,  pp.  48-50.  1  Siva  Sutra,  2. 

3  Commenting  on  Siva  Sutra,  i.  2. 
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oneness  with  God.  According  to  the  Spanda  school,  the  soul  gains 
knowledge  through  intense  yogic  contemplation,  realises  the  supremacy 
of  Siva  in  the  universe  and  becomes  absorbed  in  the  mystic  trance  of 
peace  and  quietness.  The  three  methods  of  gaining  release  mentioned 
in  the  Siva  Sutra  belong  to  the  Saiva,  the  Tantra  and  the  Yoga. 

According  to  Abhinavagupta,  there  are  three  classes  of  liberated 
souls  :  those  assimilated  to  the  Supreme  (paramukta),  those  united  to 
him  in  his  manifested  phase  (aparamukta) ,  and  those  still  in  the  body 
(jivanmukta).  The  delivered  soul  becomes  one  with  the  Supreme, 
since  it  is  admitted  that  “  there  is  nothing  distinct  from  the  redeemed 
to  which  he  should  offer  praise  or  oblation."  1  “  When  thus  the 

imagining  of  duality  has  vanished,  the  individual  has  surmounted  the 
illusive  maya,  he  is  merged  in  Brahman  as  water  in  water  or  milk  in 
milk."  > 


V 

Saktaism 

The  cult  of  Sakti  3  finds  its  beginnings  in  the  Rg-Veda. 

In  one  of  the  hymns  Sakti  is  represented  as  the  embodiment 

of  power,  “  the  supporter  of  the  earth  living  in  heaven.”  4 

She  is  the  supreme  power  “  by  which  the  universe  is  upheld,”  5 

“  the  great  mother  of  the  devotees  (suvratanam),”  and  soon 

became  identified  with  “  Uma  of  golden  hue  ”  of  the  Kena 

Upanisad.  In  the  Mahabharata  she  is  the  sister  of  Krsna, 

and  so  became  related  to  Vaisnavism.  The  Saivas  made  her 

•  • 

the  wife  of  Siva.  In  the  Puranas  she  appears  as  Candl,  with 
a  daily  worship  and  an  autumn  festival.  She  soon  came  to 
be  worshipped  as  Devi,  who  is  one  with  Brahman,  the 
absolute,  whose  nature  is  sat,  cit  and  ananda,  and  might  be 
contemplated  as  male,  female  or  attributeless.6  Gradually 
the  worship  of  Sakti  as  the  world-mother  displaced  Vedic 
ritualism.  The  literature  relating  to  this  phase  of  Hinduism 
is  called  Tantra.  It  is  famous  for  its  reverence  for  women, 
who  are  regarded  as  forms  of  the  divine  mother. 7 

1  J.R.A.S.,  1910.  *  Paramarthasara,  p.  51. 

3  I.P.,  pp.  487-8.  4  i.  136.  3. 

5  See  Chan.  Up.,iii.  12;  Brh.  Up.,  v.  14. 

•  Cp.  Punrupam  va  smared  devlm  strlruparh  va  vicintayet 

Athava  niskalam  dhyayet  saccidanandalaksanam. 

>  Vidyah  samastas  tava  devi  bhedah. 

StriyafL  samastah  sakala  jagatsu. 


Saptasatl,  xi.  5. 
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The  seventy-seven  Agamas  belonging  to  the  Sakta  cult  are  divided 
into  five  subhagamas  (or  samaya),  which  teach  practices  leading  to 
knowledge  and  liberation,  sixty-four  kaulagamas  which  teach  practices 
intended  to  develop  magical  powers,  and  eight  misragamas  which  aim 
at  both.  Bhaskararaya  quotes  nine  sutras  in  his  Lalitasahasranama- 
bhasya  from  a  work  called  Sakti  Sutra.  The  latter  work  has  not  come 
down  to  us.  The  Tantras,  which  are  in  the  form  of  dialogues  between 
Siva  and  Devi,  themselves  belong  to  the  seventh  century  and  onwards. 
Thanks  to  the  loving  labours  of  Sir  John  Woodroffe,  the  chief  of  the 
available  Tantra  texts  are  now  published. 

Siva  in  this  system  is  of  the  nature  of  omnipresent 
(akhilanugata),  pure  consciousness  (prakasa),  impersonal  and 
inactive.  It  is  pure  being  devoid  of  any  relativity.  The 
active  personal  being,  Sakfi,  includes  all  individual  souls. 
The  opening  verse  of  Saundaryalahan  reads  :  "  Siva,  when 
he  is  united  with  Sakti,  is  able  to  create  ;  otherwise  he  is 
unable  even  to  move/’  1  Siva  and  Sakti  are  related  as 
prakaia  and  vimarsa.  Bhaskararaya  defines  vimarsa  as  the 
spontaneous  vibration  of  the  ultimate  reality.2  The  first 
touch  of  relation  in  the  pure  absolute  is  Vimarsa,  which 
gives  rise  to  the  world  of  distinctions.  Vimarsa  or  Sakti  is 
the  power  latent  in  the  absolute  or  pure  consciousness.  It 
is  the  absolute  personified,  consciousness  become  a  subject, 
and  it  passes  over  into  its  opposite,  the  not-self  or  the  object. 
If  Siva  is  consciousness  (cit),  Sakti  is  the  formative  energy 
of  consciousness,  Cidrupinl.  Brahma,  Visnu  and  Siva  perform 
their  functions  of  creation,  preservation  and  destruction  in 
obedience  to  Sakti. 3  In  the  perfect  experience  of  ananda, 
Siva  and  Sakti  are  indistinguishable.  The  two  coalesce  in 
one  being.  Siva  answers  to  the  indeterminate  Brahman  in  a 
state  of  quiescence  ;  Sakti  is  determinate  Brahman  endowed 
with  iccha  (will),  jnana  (knowledge),  and  kriya  (action),  pro¬ 
jecting  the  whole  objective  universe.  Siva  and  Sakti  are  one, 
since  force  is  inherent  in  existence.  The  force  may  be  at 
rest  or  in  action,  but  it  exists  none  the  less  in  both  the  states. 
The  potentiality  of  the  whole  object- world  exists  as  the  Sakti 
of  Siva. 

*  Sivah  saktya  yukto  yadi  bhavati  saktah  prabhavitum 
Na  ced  evam  devo  na  khalu  kusalah  spanditum  api. 

*  See  his  commentary  on  Lalitasahasrandma  under  VimarsarupinI,  p.  548. 

J  Anandalahari,  pp.  2  and  24. 
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Sakti  is  differentiated  as  gross  and  subtle.  She  is  the 
mother  of  all  things.  The  five  functions  of  illumination 
(abhasa),  coloration  (rakti),  examination  (vimarsana),  sowing 
the  seed  (bljavasthana)  and  lamentation  (vilapanata)  are 
attributed  to  her.  There  is  also  the  non-conscious  matter 
which  corresponds  to  the  prakrti  of  the  Samkhya  system. 

Prakrti  or  maya  is  looked  upon  as  of  the  substance  of  Devi.1 
Within  the  womb  of  Sakti  is  maya  or  prakrti,  the  matrix  of  the  universe, 
potential  in  pralaya  and  active  in  creation.  The  Samkhya  account  of 
evolution  from  prakrti  is  followed.  Under  Sakti's  direction,  maya  evolves 
into  the  several  material  elements  and  physical  portions  of  all  sentient 
beings.  In  all  living  beings,  caitanya  or  consciousness  is  present, 
though  it  appears  as  broken  up  into  a  multiplicity  of  beings  on  account 
of  the  varying  physical  adjuncts.  Instead  of  the  twenty-five  tattvas 
of  the  Samkhya,  we  have  thirty-six,  which  are  classified  into : 
(i)  Sivatattva,  the  supreme  ;  (2)  Vidyatattva,  or  the  subtle  manifes¬ 
tations  of  Sakti ;  (3)  Atmatattva,  or  the  material  universe  from  maya 
down  to  earth.  These  three  answer  to  prakaSa  (Siva),  vimar^a  and 
the  not-self.  The  supreme  spirit  of  the  Sakta  scheme  has  inner  differ¬ 
ences,  though  frequently  we  meet  with  ideas  of  salvation  and  oneness 
of  the  world,  which  remind  us  of  Samkara’s  more  rigorous  non¬ 
dualism.1  We  have,  first  of  all,  the  absolute  Brahman  ;  next,  we 
have  the  determinate  subject  endowed  with  Sakti.  Nada  issues 
immediately  and  from  nada  bindu  appears,  3  and  then  the  Suddhamaya. 
These  five  answer  to  Siva,  Sakti,  Sadakhya,  I^vara  and  the  Suddha¬ 
maya  of  the  Saivas.  The  rest  of  the  evolution  is  not  different  from 
the  Saiva  scheme. 

The  jlva,  under  the  influence  of  maya,  looks  upon  itself 
as  an  independent  agent  and  enjoyer  until  release  is  gained. 
Knowledge  of  Sakti  is  the  road  to  salvation^  which  is  dissolu¬ 
tion  in  the  blissful  effulgence  of  the  Supreme.  It  is  said  that 
“  for  him  who  realises  that  all  things  are  Brahman,  there  is 
neither  Yoga  nor  worship.”  5  JIvanmukti,  or  liberation  in 
this  life,  is  admitted.6  Liberation  depends  on  self-culture, 

1  Samyavastha  gunopadhika  brakmarupini  devl. 

*  It  is  said  to  be  a  non-dualism.  Knldryava  T antra,  i.  108.  Sir  John 
Woodroffe,  who  has  made  a  special  study  of  the  Tantra  school,  believes 
that  its  philosophy  "  occupies  in  some  sense  a  middle  place  between  the 
dualism  of  the  Samkhya  and  £amkara’s  ultra-monistic  interpretation  of  the 
Vedanta”  ( Indian  Philosophical  Review ,  vol.  i,  p.  122). 

3  £aradatilaka,  i. 

4  Saktijnanam  vina  devi  nirvanam  naiva  jayate  ( Niruttara  Tantra )* 

5  Mahanirvana  Tantra,  xiv.  123.  See  also  124-127. 

•  Ibid.,  xiv.  135. 
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which  leads  to  spiritual  insight.  It  “  does  not  come  from  the 
recitation  of  hymns,  sacrifices  or  a  hundred  fasts.  Man  is 
liberated  by  the  knowledge  that  he  is  himself  Brahman/’  1 
“  The  state  of  mind  in  which  it  is  realised  that  Brahman  alone 
is  (brahmasadbhava) ,  is  the  highest ;  that  in  which  there  is 
meditation  on  Brahman  (dhyanabhava)  is  the  middle  ;  praise 
(stuti)  and  recitation  (japa)  of  hymns  is  the  next,  and 
external  worship  is  the  lowest  of  all/’ 2  There  is  a  protest 
against  ritualistic  religion.  Kuldrnava  T antra  says:  “If 
the  mere  rubbing  of  the  body  with  mud  and  ashes  gains 
liberation,  then  the  village  dogs  who  roll  in  them  have 
attained  it.”  3  The  distinctions  of  castes  are  subordinated; 
and  the  discipline  of  the  Tantras  is  open  to  all. 4  Bhakti  is 
regarded  as  helpful  to  salvation.  Freedom  of  worship  is  allowed. 
“  As  all  streams  flow  into  the  ocean,  so  the  worship  offered 
to  any  God  is  received  by  Brahman.”  5  The  subordinate 
deities  are  however  subject  to  the  force  of  karma  and  time.6 

The  mystic  side  of  the  Yoga  system  plays  a  large  part 
throughout.  Mantras  are  sacred  and  are  regarded  as  divine 
creations,  in  a  sense,  identical  with  Sakti,  who  is  Sabda,  or 
eternal  word.  Great  emphasis  is  laid  on  the  awakening  of 
the  forces  within  the  organism.  The  perfected  man  will 
awaken  the  KundalinI  and  pierce  the  six  cakras.7  The  theories 
of  karma,  rebirth,  gross  and  subtle  bodies,  are  accepted  by 
the  SaFta  thinkers. 

VI 

Madhva 

A  leading  form  of  reaction  against  Sarhkara’s  Advaitism 
is  the  dualistic  philosophy  associated  with  the  name  of  Madhva, 

1  Mahdnirvana  T antra,  xiv.  115,  116.  *  Ibid.,  xiv.  122. 

3  i. 

4  Antyaja  api  ye  bhakta  namajnanadhikarinah 
Strlsudrabrahmabandhunam  tantrajnane  'dhikarita. 

( Vyomasamhita) . 

5  Mahdnirvana  T antra,  ii.  50. 

*  Ye  samasta  j  agatsrstisthitisamharakarinah 

Te'  pi  kalesu  liyante  kalo  hi  balavattarah. 

7  See  Avalon  :  The  Serpent  Power.  A  cloud  hangs  over  the  sadhana  of 
the  £aktas.  Though  much  of  the  obloquy  is  undeserved,  there  is  apparently 
something  which  can  be  improved. 
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which  has  many  points  in  common  with  Ramanuja’s  view  of 
reality.1  Madhva  stands  out  for  unqualified  dualism  and 
insists  on  the  five  great  distinctions  of  God  and  the  individual 
soul,  God  and  matter,  the  individual  soul  and  matter,  one 
soul  and  another,  and  one  part  of  matter  and  another.  The 
doctrines  of  exclusive  mediatorship  through  Vayu,  the  son 
of  Visnu,  eternal  hell  as  well  as  the  missionary  fervour  of 
Madhva’s  faith,  suggest  the  influence  of  Christianity,  though 
there  is  little  evidence  in  support  of  it.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  Madhva’s  commentary  on  the  Kena  Upanisad  is  taken 
from  Brahmasara,  it  is  reasonable  to  think  that  there  was  the 
tradition  of  dualism  even  prior  to  Madhva.  As  we  shall  see, 
Madhva  makes  a  clever  use  of  the  Samkhya  and  the  Nyaya- 
vaisesika  theories. 


VII 

Life  and  Literature 

Madhva,3  also  known  as  Purnaprajna  and  Anandatirtha,  was  bom 
in  the  year  1199  in  a  village  near  Udipi,  of  the  South  Canara  district. 
He  became  early  very  proficient  in  Vedic  learning  and  soon  became  a 
sannyasin.  He  spent  several  years  in  prayer  and  meditation,  study 
and  discussion.  He  developed  his  dualistic  philosophy  in  discussions 
with  his  preceptor  Acyutapreksa,  an  adherent  of  Samkara’s  school. 
He  proclaimed  the  supreme  godhead  of  Visnu  and  admitted  the  validity 
of  branding  one's  shoulders  with  the  arms  of  Visnu,  a  practice  accepted 
by  Ramanuja.  He  made  many  converts  to  his  faith  in  different  parts 
of  the  country,  founded  a  temple  for  Krsna  at  Udipi,  and  made  it  the 
rallying  centre  for  all  his  followers.  Prohibition  of  bloodshed,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  sacrifices,  is  a  salutary  reform  for  which  he  is  responsible. 
He  died  at  the  age  of  seventy-nine. 

The  standard  treatises  of  this  school  of  thought  are,  of  course, 
the  works  of  Madhva.  He  wrote  a  commentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra, 


1  The  main  differences  are  that  while  Ramanuja  thinks  that  the  indi¬ 
vidual  souls  are  similar  in  their  natural  essence,  Madhva  makes  them 
different.  Madhva  denies  that  Brahman  is  the  material  cause,  which 
Ramanuja  admits.  For  Madhva,  the  universe  is  not  the  body  of  God.  In 
Ramanuja  there  are  no  souls  disqualified  for  salvation  and  there  are  no 
differences  in  the  enjoyment  of  bliss  for  freed  souls. 

J  Narayanacarya’s  Madhvavijaya  and  Manimahjari  contain  the  orthodox 
account  of  Madhva’s  life  and  work.  If  we  eliminate  the  miracles  and  super¬ 
natural  incidents  which  the  piety  of  his  followers  attributed  to  him,  we 
may  get  the  historical  basis  of  Madhva’s  life  and  mission. 
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and  justified  his  interpretation  of  it  in  another  work  called  Anuvya- 
khyana.  His  commentaries  on  the  Bhagavadgitd  and  the  Upanisads,1 
his  epitome  of  the  Mahabharata  called  Bharatatatparyanirnaya  and 
gloss  on  the  Bhagavata  Purana  help  to  elucidate  his  philosophy.  He 
also  wrote  a  commentary  on  the  first  forty  hymns  of  the  Rg-Veda 
and  discussed  many  philosophical  and  other  themes  in  his  Prakaranas. 
Throughout  his  works  he  gives  the  impression  that  he  relies  more  on 
the  Puranas  than  on  the  Prasthanatraya,  the  Upanisads,  the  Bhaga¬ 
vadgitd  and  the  Brahma  Sutra.  It  is  not  quite  easy  for  Madhva  to 
interpret  these  authoritative  works  in  the  interests  of  his  dualistic 
metaphysics.  Jayatirtha’s  commentary  on  Madhva’s  Sutrabhdsya  and 
that  on  Madhva’s  Anuvyakhyana  called  Nyayasudhd,  are  works  of 
great  importance.  Vyasaraya  wrote  a  gloss  called  Candrika  on  Jaya- 
tirtha’s  commentary  on  Madhva’s  Sutrabhdsya.  Purnananda’s  Tattva- 
muktavali  3  is  a  bitter  attack  on  the  Advaitavada. 


VIII 

Theory  of  Knowledge 

Madhva  accepts  the  three  sources  of  knowledge,  perception, 
inference  and  scriptural  testimony.  Comparison  (upamana) 
is  regarded  as  a  variety  of  inference.  Perception  and  infer¬ 
ence  by  themselves  cannot  help  us  to  solve  the  riddle  of 
the  universe.  Perception  is  confined  to  the  facts  open  to 
the  senses.  Inference  is  incapable  of  supplying  us  with  new 
facts,  though  it  helps  us  to  test  and  systematise  the  facts 
obtained  through  other  means.  We  have  to  depend  on  the 
Vedas  for  a  true  knowledge  of  reality.  Madhva  accepts  the 
authoritativeness  of  the  Vedas  as  a  whole,  and  does  not  dis¬ 
criminate  between  the  different  parts  of  it.  The  Hymns  and 
the  Brahmanas  are  as  useful  and  valid  as  the  Upanisads. 
Madhva  distinguishes  between  testimony  due  to  personal 
authority  (pauruseya),  which  may  be  fallible,  and  that  which 
is  not  the  composition  of  any  person  (apauruseya).  The 
latter  is  of  absolute  validity  and  infallible.  The  Vedas,  of 
which  Madhva’s  philosophy  purports  to  be  the  right  interpre¬ 
tation,  are  regarded  by  Madhva  as  apauruseya  or  uncreated 
by  any  personal  author,  and  are  therefore  said  to  be 
authoritative  in  character. 

1  See  S.B.H.,  vols.  i,  iii  and  xiv. 

*  Translated  by  Cowell.  See  J.R.A.S.,  vol.  xv,  pt.  ik 

24* 
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Apprehension,  through  whatever  means,  is  the  direct 
evidence  of  the  thing  that  is  apprehended.  The  instruments 
which  mediate  apprehension  are  not  present  in  the  appre¬ 
hension  itself.  The  relation  between  the  knower  and  the 
known  is  direct  and  immediate.  The  pramanas  of  perception, 
inference,  and  Vedic  testimony,  are  so  called  simply  because 
they  are  instrumental  in  producing  knowledge — which  fact 
comes  out  when  we  study  knowledge  externally.  Every 
apprehension  of  fact  that  we  have  is  valid,  and  implies  the 
existence  of  the  fact,  even  though  it  may  exist  only  for  the 
moment  of  apprehension.  If  we  repudiate  it  as  invalid,  it 
is  because  of  some  other  apprehension  whose  validity  we 
accept.  Sunrise  and  sunset  are  occurrences,  until  we  have 
the  further  knowledge  that  the  sun  neither  rises  nor  sets. 
Madhva  accepts  the  intrinsic  validity  of  apprehension  as  such, 
and  disputes  every  theory  which  regards  our  knowledge  as  a 
mere  appearance.  If  our  knowledge  does  not  reveal  the 
structure  of  reality  and  indicate  objective  existence,  but 
simply  gives  us  a  wrong  lead,  then  the  unreal  cannot  even 
appear,  cannot  be  the  object  of  even  erroneous  apprehension, 
and  cannot  be  related  to  knowledge  as  cause  to  effect.  If  all 
knowledge  is  erroneous,  the  distinction  between  true  and  false 
ideas  disappears.  An  analysis  of  illusion  tells  us  that  there 
is  an  object  presented  to  consciousness,  though  we  mistake 
its  nature,  owing  to  some  defect  of  the  senses  or  other  means 
of  knowledge.  The  elements  of  false  perception  are  not  false. 
They  are  facts  of  experience.  Through  some  defect,  we  do 
not  take  a  full  view  of  the  object,  but  what  we  see  of  it  recalls 
something  like  it  in  nature,  though  different  from  it,  with 
which  we  confuse  the  given  datum.  Every  case  of  illusion 
implies  two  positive  entities,  a  given  thing  and  a  suggested 
object.  The  notion  of  the  unreality  of  the  world  means  that 
there  is  something  real  which  we  mistake  for  something  else. 
It  does  not  mean  that  there  is  nothing  real  at  all. 

Madhva  takes  his  stand  on  experience  or  knowledge  and 
argues  that  there  can  be  no  knowledge  without  a  knower  and 
a  known.  To  speak  of  knowledge,  independent  of  a  knowing 
subject  or  a  known  object,  is  meaningless.  Knowing  subjects 
and  known  objects  must  exist.  The  world  is  not  an  unreality. 
If  we  do  not  admit  distinctions  of  things,  we  cannot  account 
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for  distinctions  of  ideas.  Our  knowledge  tells  us  that  differ¬ 
ences  exist.  We  cannot  regard  them  as  merely  conventional, 
for  convention  does  not  produce  the  distinctions. 

The  fact  of  difference  is  generally  traced  to  the  force  of  space  and 
time,  which  are  considered  to  be  mere  forms  of  the  subject’s  intelligence. 
If  space  and  time  were  identical  with  the  knowing  self,  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  the  notion  that  they  are  identical  with  the  subject  could 
arise.  If  the  self  as  knowledge  is  all-pervading,  we  cannot  have 
distinctions  of  space  and  time.  To  attribute  the  latter  to  the  force 
of  avidya  does  not  help  us,  since  the  status  of  avidya  and  its  relation 
to  the  self  cannot  be  explained  satisfactorily.  Every  explanation  of 
avidya  implies  the  presuppositions  of  space  and  time,  and  so  the 
latter  cannot  be  explained  away  as  the  products  of  avidya.  Space 
and  time  are  regarded  as  real  wholes  having  parts.  If  they  have  no 
parts,  we  cannot  have  distinctions  of  here  and  there,  now  and  then. 
We  are  presented  with  parts  of  space,  for  it  is  incorrect  to  hold  that 
everything  presented  to  us  occupies  all  space,  unlimited  and  indivisible. 
We  are  conscious  only  of  limited  bodies  occupying  portions  of  space 
and  resisting  one  another.  We  perceive  parts  of  space  and  time,  and 
so  they  must  be  regarded  as  existing.  According  to  Madhva,  they  are 
objects  of  perception  to  the  witnessing  self  (saksin). 

Reality  (padartha)  is  of  two  kinds,  according  to  Madhva, 
independent  (svatantra)  and  dependent  (paratantra) .  God, 
the  supreme  person,  is  the  only  independent  reality.  The 
dependent  beings  are  of  two  kinds,  positive  (bhava)  and 
negative  (abhava).  Of  the  positive  we  have  two  varieties, 
conscious  (cetana)  souls,  and  unconscious  (acetana)  entities, 
like  matter  and  time.  Unconscious  existence  is  either  eternal 
like  the  Vedas,  eternal  and  non-eternal  like  prakrti,  time  and 
space,  or  non-eternal  like  the  products  of  prakrti.1 


IX 

God 

There  are  three  entities  existing  from  all  eternity  to  all 
eternity,  fundamentally  different  from  one  another,  which  are 
God,  soul  and  the  world.  Though  these  are  all  real  and 

1  According  to  Madhvasiddhdntasara  (2),  there  are  ten  padarthas. 
Dravyagunakarmasamanyavisesavisistamsisaktisadrsyabhava  dasa  pada- 
rthah. 
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eternal,  the  latter  two  are  subordinate  to  God  and  dependent 
on  him.  Independent  (svatantra)  reality  is  Brahman,  the 
absolute  creator  of  the  universe.  We  can  know  his  nature 
through  a  study  of  the  Vedas,1  and  so  his  nature  is  not  in¬ 
definable.  When  the  Supreme  is  said  to  be  indefinable,  all 
that  is  meant  is  that  a  complete  knowledge  of  him  is  difficult 
to  acquire.2  The  Supreme  transcends  all  perception. 3  The 
form  seen  during  meditation  by  imagination  is  not  Brahman. 
Madhva  has  no  sympathy  with  the  view  that  the  different 
parts  of  the  scripture  relate  to  different  kinds  of  Brahman. 
Though  the  supreme  being  and  his  qualities  are  identical,  they 
can  be  spoken  of  in  different  terms.4  The  famous  passage 
that  Brahman  is  one  only  without  a  second  (ekam  evadvitiyam 
brahma)  means  that  Brahman  is  unsurpassed  in  excellence 
and  without  an  equal,  since  it  penetrates  everywhere.  The 
attributes  of  God  are  absolute  in  their  character  and  so  do 
not  limit  him.  Brahman  possesses  every  kind  of  perfection. 
He  is  identified  with  Visnu  and  is  said  to  direct  by  his  will 
the  world  and  all  that  is  in  it  as  an  absolute  ruler.  He  creates 
and  destroys  the  world  again  and  again.  He  is  endowed  with 
a  supernatural  body  and  is  regarded  as  transcendent  to  the 
world  as  well  as  immanent,  since  he  is  the  inner  ruler 
(antaryamin)  of  all  souls. 5  He  manifests  himself  in  various 
forms  (vyuhas),  appears  periodically  in  incarnations  (avataras), 
and  is  said  to  be  mystically  present  in  the  sacred  images. 
He  creates,  maintains  and  destroys  the  universe,  imparts  know¬ 
ledge,  manifests  himself  in  several  ways,  condemns  some  and 
redeems  others.  By  his  side  is  Laksmi,  capable  of  assuming 
various  forms,  but  without  a  material  body,  coeternal  with 
him  and  all-pervading.  She  witnesses  the  glory  of  God 
through  eternity.  Unlike  the  gods  and  goddesses  who  acquire 
release  after  many  existences,  Laksmi  is  eternally  redeemed 
(nityamukta).  Laksmi  is  the  personification  of  God's  creative 
energy.  She  is  intelligent  prakrti,  though  God  is  greater  than 
she  in  point  of  subtlety  and  the  extent  of  qualities.6  God 
rules  the  souls  and  matter,  though  he  does  not  create  them 

*  M.B.,  iii.  3.  i.  *  M.B.,  i.  i.  5.  3  M.B.,  iii.  2.  23. 

4  See  Nyciyasudha,  i.  1.  2  ;  i.  1.  6.  Cp.  also  Madhvasiddhdntasdra  : 
Bhedabhave  ’pi  bhedavyavaharanirvahaka  ananta  eva  visesah  (21). 

5  i.  2.  13.  6  iv.  2.  9. 
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from  nothing  or  reduce  them  to  nothing.  He  is  the  efficient 
but  not  the  material  cause  of  the  universe.  An  unintelligent 
world  cannot  be  produced  by  a  supreme  intelligence.  God’s 
activity  is  the  result  of  his  overflowing  perfection.  Simply 
because  God  takes  into  account  the  karma  of  the  individuals, 
it  cannot  be  said  that  the  Lord  is  dependent  on  karma,  for, 
as  Madhva  says,  “  the  very  existence  of  karma  and  other 
things  depends  on  the  Lord.”  1 


X 

The  Individual  Soul 

Everything  on  earth  is,  according  to  Madhva,  a  living 
organism.  The  universe  is  a  vast  expansion  of  animated 
nature  with  every  atom  of  space  filled  up  with  jivas.  In  his 
Tattvanirnaya,  he  says,  “  Infinite  are  the  souls  dwelling  in  an 
atom  of  space.”  2  Madhva  regards  the  distinction  between 
Brahman  and  jiva  as  real, 3  and  holds  that  it  is  wrong  to 
think  that  the  jiva  and  Brahman  are  non-difterent  in  release 
and  different  in  samsara,  since  two  different  things  cannot 
at  any  time  become  non-different  or  vice  versa.  Though 
absolutely  dependent  on  Brahman,  the  jivas  are  essentially 
active  agents  and  have  responsibilities  to  bear. 4  The  soul  is 
not  an  absolute  agent,  since  it  is  of  limited  power,  depending, 
as  it  does,  on  the  guidance  of  the  Lord. 5  The  jiva  is  said  to 
be  of  atomic  size  as  distinct  from  Brahman  who  is  all-pervading.6 
Though  limited  in  size,  it  pervades  the  body  on  account  of 
its  quality  of  intelligence.  The  organ  of  knowledge  is  called 
saksin,  to  which  the  material  manas  presents  its  impressions. 
It  is  the  cognising  principle  to  which  is  due  the  consciousness 
of  I-ness,  which  is  the  basis  of  individuality.  The  soul  is  by 
nature  blissful,  though  it  is  subject  to  pain  and  suffering,  on 
account  of  its  connection  with  material  bodies  due  to  its  past 
karma.  So  long  as  it  is  not  freed  from  its  impurities,  it 
wanders  about  in  changing  forms  of  existence.  The  qualities 

1  ii.  i*  37  »  iii-  2-  39~42- 

a  Paramanupradesesv  anantah  pranirasayalj. 

3  i.  2.  12. 

5  ii.  3.  38  ;  ii.  3.  28. 


«  ii-  3-  33-42. 

6  ii.  3-  23. 
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like  bliss  become  manifest  at  the  time  of  release.1  Though 
the  souls  are  eternal,  they  are  said  to  be  born  with  reference 
to  their  embodied  connection  2  No  two  jivas  are  alike  in 
character.  Each  has  its  own  worth  and  place  in  the  scale  of 
existence.  The  jivas  are  dependent  on  the  Lord,  who,  how¬ 
ever,  impels  them  to  action  according  to  their  previous 
conduct.  3 

The  conscious  souls  are  of  three  kinds  :  (i)  those  eternally  free 
(nitya),  like  Laksmi ;  (2)  those  who  have  freed  themselves  from  samsara 
(mukta)  devas  and  men,  rsis  and  fathers  ;  and  (3)  the  bound  (baddha). 
The  last  class  includes  both  those  who  are  eligible  for  release  (mukti- 
yogya)  and  those  who  are  not  eligible  for  it.  These  latter  are  either 
those  intended  for  hell  or  the  blinding  darkness  (tamoyogya)  or  those 
who  are  bound  to  the  circuit  of  samsara  for  all  time  (nityasamsarinah). 
While  some  are  preordained  for  salvation  by  their  inherent  aptitude, 
others  are  destined  for  hell,  while  a  third  class  keeps  revolving  on  the 
wheels  of  samsara  from  eternity  to  eternity,  now  enjoying,  now  suffer¬ 
ing,  in  endless  alternation.  This  threefold  classification  is  based  on 
the  three  gunas.  The  sattvika  soul  goes  to  heaven,  the  rajasa  revolves 
in  samsara,  while  the  tamasa  falls  into  hell.  The  living  beings  are 
divided  into  a  number  of  classes,  gods  (devas),  men,  animals  and 
plants.  A  fixed  gradation  dependent  on  distinctions  (taratamya)  of 
souls  is  worked  out  on  an  elaborate  scale.  Even  among  the  souls  who 
are  entitled  to  salvation,  no  two  souls  possess  the  same  degree  of 
eligibility.  In  the  celestial  hierarchy,  Brahma  and  Vayu  occupy  the 
most  prominent  places.  At  Visnu’s  command,  Brahma  creates  the 
world.  He  is  also  the  greatest  teacher  and  the  first  exponent  of 
Madhva’s  philosophy,  which  is  also  called  Brahmasampradaya.  Vayu 
is  the  mediator  between  God  and  the  souls.  He  helps  the  souls  to 
gain  saving  knowledge  and  obtain  release.  He  is  also  called  the 
dearest  image  (pratima  preyasi)  or  the  son  of  God  (hareh  sutah).4  It 
is  not  right  to  hold  that  the  souls  are  Brahman.  The  perfect  and  the 
imperfect  souls  cannot  merge  together. 


XI 

The  World  of  Nature 

Material  products  are  the  objects  of  the  inanimate  world 
and  form  the  bodies  and  organs  of  all  beings.  They  all 

1  ii.  3.  31.  »  Madhva  on  B.S.,  ii.  3.  19. 

3  ii.  3.  41-42.  Even  the  rise  of  dreams  is  assigned  to  the  will  of  God 
(iii.  2.  3  and  5). 

4  Madhva  is  regarded  by  his  followers  as  the  incarnation  of  Vayu,  who 
manifested  himself  in  previous  lives  as  Hanuman  and  Bhima. 
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originate  from  the  primary  matter,  prakrti,  and  return  to  it 
in  course  of  time.  Though  prakrti  appears  to  be  homogeneous, 
it  is  really  composed  of  different  principles  in  a  subtle  state. 
It  develops  into  the  perceptible  universe  when  worked  up  by 
God  and  the  souls.  God  moulds  forms  out  of  prakrti,  which 
is  the  material  cause  and  in  which  he  exists  himself  in  various 
forms.1  Before  we  get  from  the  unmanifested  prakrti  to  the 
well  developed  forms  of  creation,  we  have  twenty-four  trans¬ 
itional  products  of  creation  which  are  mahat,  ahamkara 
buddhi,  manas,  ten  senses,  five  sense-objects  and  the  five  great 
elements.  These  exist  in  the  primordial  prakrti  in  subtle 
forms  before  their  evolution. 

The  three  aspects  of  prakrti  are  presided  over  by  the  three 
forms  of  LaksmI,  Sri,  Bhu,  and  Durga.  Avidya  is  a  form  of 
prakrti  of  which  there  are  two  kinds,  jlvacchadika,  or  that 
which  obscures  the  spiritual  powers  of  the  jiva,  and  parama- 
cchadika,  or  that  which  screens  off  the  Supreme  from  the  jlva's 
view.  These  two  forms  of  avidya  are  positive  principles 
formed  out  of  the  substance  of  prakrti. 


XII 

God  and  the  World 

Madhva  rejects  all  attempts  to  reduce  the  world  of  souls 
and  nature  to  a  mere  illusion  or  an  emanation  of  God,  and 
sets  forth  an  absolute  dualism.  The  individual  soul  is 
dependent  (paratantra)  on  God,  since  it  is  unable  to  exist 
without  the  energising  support  of  the  universal  spirit,  even 
as  the  tree  cannot  live  and  thrive  without  its  sap.  Even 
LaksmI,  the  consort  of  Visnu,  though  supreme  and 
eternal,  is  dependent  on  God.  She  is  the  presiding  deity 
over  prakrti,  which  is  the  material  cause  of  the  world. 
Isvara  somehow  energises  prakrti,  which  forms  no  part  of 
his  being.  Prakrti  somehow  lends  itself  to  the  control  of 
Isvara. 

Madhva  comes  into  conflict  with  many  scriptural  passages, 
which  he  strains  to  make  them  yield  a  dualism.  Taking  the 

1  i.  4-  25* 
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great  text,  “  Tat  tvam  asi  ”  (“  That  art  thou  ”)t  Madhva 
argues  that  it  does  not  declare  any  identity  between  God  and 
the  soul.  It  only  states  that  the  soul  has  for  its  essence 
qualities  similar  to  those  of  God.1  This  is  also  the  meaning 
of  passages  which  declare  that  the  soul  is  a  portion  of  the 
Lord.2  He  sometimes  reads  the  passage  in  a  different  way. 
Sa  atma  tat  tvam  asi,  is  read  as  sa  atma  atat  tvam  asi.  “  That 
atman,  thou  art  not.”  3  Regarding  the  text,  “  ayam  atma 
Brahma,”  Madhva  says  that  it  is  either  a  simple  eulogy  of 
the  jlvatman  or  it  is  a  subject  for  meditation.  It  is  also 
suggested  that  it  is  a  purvapaksa  to  be  overthrown.  Madhva 
uses  the  etymological  meanings  of  Atman  and  Brahman  to 
explain  away  the  passages  which  identify  the  individual 
and  the  universal  self.  The  Atman  is  Brahman,  since  it 
grows  (vardhana£ilah)  or  since  it  penetrates  everywhere 
(atanasllah) . 

The  supremacy  of  God  introduces  order  and  unity  into 
the  universe,  in  spite  of  ultimate  differences.  Through  the 
category  of  visesa,  which  distinguishes  a  quality  from  a  sub¬ 
stance,  a  part  from  whole,  the  one  and  the  many  are  brought 
into  relation.  4  Visesa  or  particularity  is  numerically  infinite, 
since  it  abides  in  eternal  and  non-eternal  things  and  belongs 
to  positive  and  negative  being.  One  kind  of  negative  being 
is  distinguished  from  another  by  means  of  visesa.  But  how 
can  one  visesa  be  distinguished  from  another  ?  If  it  is  through 
another  visesa,  then  we  are  faced  with  infinite  regress.  So 
visesa  is  said  to  be  self-determined.  By  means  of  the  category 
of  visesa,  it  will  be  possible  for  us  to  account  for  the  world  of 
distinctions  without  assuming  the  latter  as  ultimate.  It  is 
through  the  functioning  of  visesa  that  we  have  difference  or 
bheda.  If  visesa  is  different  from  the  Supreme,  it  breaks  the 
integrity  of  the  Supreme ;  if  it  is  non-different  from  it,  we 
cannot  call  it  visesa. 

1  ii.  3.  29.  3  B.G.,  xv.  7. 

3  S.B.H.,  Brh.  Up.,  p.  114.  See  also  Chan.,  vi.  8.  7.  This  passage  is 
also  regarded  as  equivalent  to  tvam  tadiyo  ’si,  or  tvam  tasyasi.  See  also 
Tattvamuktavali,  J.R.A.S.,  N.S.,  xv. 

4  Nyayamrta,  vol.  iii,  p.  137. 
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XIII 

Ethics  and  Religion 

It  is  knowledge  that  produces  the  feeling  of  absolute 
dependence  on  God  and  love  for  him.1  A  correct  knowledge 
of  all  things,  material  and  spiritual,  leads  to  a  knowledge  of 
God,  which  naturally  results  in  the  love  for  God.  Towards 
the  close  of  his  Tattvaviveka,  Madhva  says  :  “  Surely  he  finds 

release  from  samsara  who  understands  that  all  this  limited 
existence  is  ever  under  the  control  of  Hari.” 

A  sound  moral  life  is  a  preliminary  for  salvation.  The 
moral  rules  are  to  be  obeyed  and  obligations  fulfilled  without 
any  desire  or  claim  for  fruit.  A  virtuous  life  helps  us  to  win 
insight  into  truth.  We  can  gain  true  knowledge  from  a  study 
of  the  Vedas,  which  must  be  carried  out  under  the  guidance 
of  a  proper  teacher.  Each  individual  has  in  him  the  capacity 
for  the  perception  of  a  particular  aspect  of  Brahman.  The 
wise  teacher  will  have  to  take  account  of  these  differences, 
for  it  is  said  “  by  the  perception  for  which  one  is  fit,  final 
release  is  obtained,  not  by  any  other  means.”  *  Only  gods 
and  men  of  the  three  upper  classes  are  allowed  to  study  the 
Vedas,  while  women  and  Sudras  may  draw  the  requisite 
knowledge  from  the  Puranas  and  the  Smrtis.  Madhva  allows 
to  all  who  can  understand  it  the  right  to  study  the  Vedanta. 3 
Meditation,  or  the  act  of  absorbing  oneself  as  often  and  as 
intensely  as  possible  in  the  glory  of  God,  is  advised.  In  the 
act  of  meditation  the  soul  can  by  divine  grace  arrive  at  a 
direct  intuitive  realisation  of  God  (aparoksajnana).  When 
the  soul  has  this  vision,  as  steady  as  the  sun  and  not  merely 
as  swift  as  lightning,  its  fetters  fall  off  and  it  is  said  to  be 
redeemed. 

God  cannot  be  approached  directly.  Vayu  is  the  mediator. 
The  theory  of  grace  adopted  by  Madhva  reminds  us  of  the 
Augustinian  view.  A  man  can  never  deserve  to  be  saved. 
It  is  only  through  grace  that  he  can  be  redeemed.  God  is  not 
forced  by  any  considerations  of  merit.  He  simply  elects  some 
for  salvation  and  others  for  the  opposite  state.  The  divine 

1  iii.  3.  49.  *  M.B.  iii.  3.  53.  3  i.  1  1. 


748 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


will  sets  men  free  or  casts  them  into  bondage.  But  the  Hindu 
tradition  does  not  allow  Madhva  to  hold  that  God’s  choice  is 
arbitrary,  unconditioned  and  groundless.  Though,  in  a  sense, 
the  states  of  the  soul  are  brought  about  by  Brahman,1  it  is 
also  admitted  that  the  grace  of  the  Lord  is  proportioned  to 
the  intensity  of  our  devotion.2  Our  conduct  cannot  by  itself 
lead  us  to  freedom  ;  God  must  co-operate.  The  Supreme 
who  is  non-manifested  cannot  be  made  manifested  by  the 
force  of  our  efforts.  He  reveals  himself  when  pleased  with 
our  devotion. 3  The  grace  of  God  responds  to  the  faith  of  the 
worshipper.  Different  sects  of  the  followers  of  Madhva 
emphasise,  in  different  degrees,  divine  predestination  and 
human  freedom.  Insight,  devotion,  performance  of  rites  and 
ceremonies,  are  insisted  on.  Service  of  the  Supreme  consists 
in  branding  the  body  with  Visnu’s  symbols,  giving  the  Lord’s 
names  to  sons  and  others  and  worshipping  him  in  word 
(veracity,  sacred  study),  act  (charity)  and  thought  (mercy  and 
faith).  Worship  of  God  is  the  indispensable,  preliminary  con¬ 
dition  for  obtaining  divine  grace.  Works  done  with  knowledge 
help  us  in  the  upward  progress.  Rites  and  sacrifices,  as  well 
as  pilgrimages,  are  recommended.  Animal  sacrifices  are 
forbidden,  and  those  who  undertake  sacrifices  are  called  upon 
to  substitute  animals  made  of  flour  for  the  living  ones. 

The  soul  may  continue  the  bodily  existence  so  long  as  its 
prarabdhakarma  is  operative,  but  when  it  departs  from  the 
body,  it  is  freed  absolutely.  Absolute  liberation  and  embodied 
life  are  not  compatible.  The  author  of  the  Nyaydmrta  argues 
that  he  who  has  the  vision  of  the  truth  but  not  the  grace  of 
God  necessary  to  effect  freedom,  continues  to  live  in  the  flesh. 
This  is  jivanmukti.  Complete  freedom  can  be  achieved  only 
through  the  grace  of  God. 

Release,  according  to  the  Bhagavata,  consists  in  a  restora¬ 
tion  to  the  pure  spiritual  existence  (svarupena  vyavasthitih), 
after  casting  off  the  unessential  forms  (anyatharupam).4  It 
is  fellowship  with  God,  and  not  identification  with  him.  If 
the  distinction  between  the  jiva  and  the  Lord  is  not  perceived, 
as  in  deep  sleep  or  destruction  of  the  world,  it  is  not  a  state 

1  iii.  2.  9.  J  iii.  2.  20-21.  3  iii.  2.  23-27. 

4  i.  1.  17.  According  to  Madhva,  mukti  is  svasvayogyasvasvarupa* 
nandabhivyakti. 
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of  release.1  The  freed  retain  their  consciousness  of  individu¬ 
ality  both  in  pralaya  and  creation.  In  the  state  of  release,  we 
have  the  absence  of  pain  as  well  as  the  presence  of  positive 
enjoyment.  But  the  soul  is  not  capable  of  rising  into  equality 
with  God.  It  is  entitled  only  to  serve  him.  If  salvation  is 
said  to  be  becoming  one  with  Brahman,  it  is  only  in  a  qualified 
sense  that  it  has  a  vision  of  Brahman.  Absolute  one-ness  is 
not  intended  by  the  passages  which  declare  that  “  he  who 
sees  Brahman  becomes  Brahman.”  2  The  released  are  all  of 
one  will  and  purpose. 3  They  have,  no  doubt,  real  desires  ; 
but  their  desires  are  one  with  those  of  the  supreme  Lord. 
They  perform  meditation  at  their  pleasure. 4  They  realise 
their  wishes  without  any  effort. 5  They  assume  a  body  of 
pure  matter  (suddhasattva)  of  their  own  accord,  though  this 
body  is  not  the  product  of  karma  ;  nor  do  they  develop  any 
attachment  to  the  bodies  they  assume.  Even  if  they  do  not 
assume  such  a  body,  they  can  experience  bliss  as  we  do  in  the 
case  of  dreams.6 

While  those  who  attain  release  escape  from  the  world  of 
samsara,  others  pass  on  at  death  to  a  different  existence, 
which  is  determined  by  the  law  of  karma.  At  death  the 
coarse  body  dissolves  into  its  component  parts,  while  the  soul, 
clad  in  a  body  of  fine  imperceptible  matter,  together  with  the 
senses,  goes  either  to  the  celestial  regions,  temporary  hells, 
or  gets  into  the  luminous  regions  of  the  moon,  where  it  stays 
for  a  time  in  accordance  with  its  merit.  Then  it  gets  into  the 
womb  of  the  mother,  where  the  soul’s  new  earthly  body  is 
produced. 7  Thus  rebirth  continues  till  the  soul  develops  love 
or  hatred  for  God  to  the  fullest  extent,  when  it  is  released  or 
cast  into  hell. 


XIV 

Critical  Reflections 

The  fact  of  knowledge  leads  us  to  an  organic  conception 
of  the  world,  but  does  not  justify  the  division  of  the  world 

*  S.B.H.,  Brh.  Up.,  p.  118.  *  Tattvamuktavali,  p.  55-56. 

3  iv.  2.  16.  4  iii.  3.  27.  S  iv.  4.  8,, 

6  iv.  4.  10-16.  7  iii.  1.  29. 
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into  God,  souls  and  objects  externally  related  to  one  another. 
Nor  can  we  understand  the  relation  of  the  so-called  essence 
or  the  individual  soul  to  the  universal  principles  operating  in 
it.  If  God  creates,  if  the  beginning  of  the  world-process  is 
the  result  of  the  desire  of  the  divine  self,  we  may,  no  doubt, 
be  able  to  account  for  creation.  But  the  difficulty  remains 
that  whatever  feels  a  want  or  has  a  desire  is  imperfect  and 
limited.  God,  on  such  a  view,  cannot  be  regarded  as  the 
supreme  perfection.  The  nature  of  the  dependence  of  the 
world  on  God  is  not  clearly  brought  out.  If  God  were  really 
independent,  then  there  must  not  be  anything  to  limit  him 
from  without.  A  dualism  makes  the  independence  of  God 
impossible.  Madhva  conceives  the  infinite  in  an  abstract 
manner,  and  is  therefore  not  able  to  see  any  unity  between 
it  and  the  finite.  If  Brahman  is  co-eternal  with  the  world, 
what  is  the  relation  between  the  two  ?  If  it  is  also  a  co-eternal 
relation,  is  the  supreme  spirit  bound  to  objects  other  than 
itself  ?  We  cannot  say  that  it  is  the  nature  of  the  supreme 
spirit  to  stand  related  to  the  individual  souls,  since  the  former 
does  not  contain  the  reason  of  the  latter’s  existence.  It  is 
difficult  to  believe  that  the  essence  of  God  involves  a  relation  to 
objects  whose  existence  it  does  not  necessitate.  It  is  equally 
difficult  to  hold  that  the  relation  is  a  non-essential  or  accidental 
one,  for  an  eternal  accident,  which  subjects  unborn  spirits  to 
itself  and  binds  down  the  Supreme  also,  cannot  be  a  mere 
accident.  If  the  souls  and  matter  depend  on  the  ultimate 
Brahman,  they  cannot  be  regarded  as  substances.  In  the 
highest  sense,  the  term  “  substance  ”  can  be  predicated  only 
of  a  res  completa,  that  which  is  complete  in  itself,  determined 
by  itself  and  capable  of  being  explained  entirely  from  itself. 
Madhva  recognises  that  such  a  reality  is  possessed  only  by 
the  supreme  spirit.  All  else  is  produced  from  Visnu,  the 
supreme  spirit,  directly  or  indirectly.  Even  his  consort  Sri 
and  his  son  Vayu  are  entirely  dependent  on  him.  But  the 
admission  of  Visnu  as  the  supreme  reality  of  the  world  does 
not  involve  the  denial  of  derivative  and  dependent  being  to 
other  objects. 

Again,  the  theory  of  election  is  fraught  with  great  danger 
to  ethical  life.  The  predestinarian  scheme  of  thought  puts 
an  excessive  strain  on  the  other  parts  of  Madhva’s  theology. 
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The  moral  character  of  God  is  much  compromised  and  the 
qualities  of  divine  justice  and  divine  love  are  emptied  of  all 
meaning  and  value.  Individual  effort  loses  its  point,  since 
whether  one  believes  oneself  to  be  the  elect  or  the  non-elect, 
one  is  bound  to  lapse  into  indifferentism  and  apathy.  If  we 
do  not  know  what  we  are  destined  for,  we  may  work  on  to 
purify  ourselves.  In  the  absence  of  knowledge  we  may  at 
least  have  hope.  But  this  theory  will  overwhelm  us  in  despair 
and  raise  the  question  :  Is  not  God  playing  a  practical  joke 
on  us,  when  he  implants  in  us  a  desire  for  heaven  while  making 
us  unfit  for  it  ?  Unless  we  are  in  a  position  to  believe  in  the 
spiritual  possibilities  of  every  one  who  bears  the  human  form 
divine,  we  cannot  have  a  really  useful  ethics.  In  certain 
passages  Madhva  says  that  the  individual  soul  is  of  the  form 
of  knowledge  and  bliss,  though  it  is  not  conscious  of  this 
nature,  while  God  is  eternally  conscious  that  he  is  of  the 
nature  of  knowledge  and  bliss.  The  distinction,  therefore, 
between  God  and  man,  however  great,  is  not  one  of  kind. 
The  essence  of  each  soul  may  perhaps  represent  its  degree  of 
obscuration,  but  it  is  difficult  to  prove  that  there  are  eternal 
essences  persisting  in  souls  even  when  they  are  released.  In 
all  this  we  are  simply  transferring  the  distinctions  of  experience 
to  the  kingdom  of  God. 


XV 

Nimbarka 

Nimbarka  was  a  Telugu  Brahmin  of  the  Vaisnava  faith  who  lived 
some  time  after  Ramanuja  and  prior  to  Madhva,  about  the  eleventh 
century  a.d.  He  wrote  a  short  commentary  on  the  Brahma  Sutra 
called  Vedantapdrijatasaurabha,  as  well  as  ten  verses,  Dasasloki,  eluci¬ 
dating  his  view  of  the  distinctness  of  JIva,  l£vara  and  Jagat.  His 
theory  is  called  dvaitadvaita,  or  dualistic  non-dualism.  Kesavakaimlrin 
wrote  a  commentary  on  the  Bhagavadglta  called  Tattvaprakdsiha,  in 
defence  of  Nimbarka’s  general  view.  His  commentary  on  the  Brahma 
Sutra  develops  the  theory  of  the  transformation  (parinama)  of  Brahman. 
A  distinction  is  made  between  the  independent  reality  of  Purusottama 
and  the  dependent  realities  of  jiva  and  prakrti.  While  both  jiva  and 
I&vara  are  self-conscious,  the  former  is  limited,  while  the  latter  is  not. 
While  the  jiva  is  the  enjoyer  (bhoktr),  the  world  is  the  enjoyed  (bhogya), 
and  I&vara  or  God  is  the  supreme  controller  (niyantr). 
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According  to  Nimbarka’s  teaching  the  jiva  is  of  the  form 
of  knowledge  (jnanasvarupa),  though  not  in  Samkara’s  sense. 
It  is  knowledge  as  well  as  the  possessor  of  knowledge,  even 
as  the  sun  is  light  as  well  as  the  source  of  light.  The  relation 
of  soul  to  its  attribute  is  that  of  the  dharmin  (the  qualified) 
to  the  dharma  (the  qualification).  It  is  one  of  difference  as 
well  as  non-difference.  Between  the  qualification  and  the 
qualified  there  is  no  absolute  identity,  but  only  the  non¬ 
perception  of  the  difference.  Though  jiva  is  atomic  in  size, 
on  account  of  its  possession  of  the  omnipresent  quality  of 
knowledge,  it  is  able  to  experience  the  pleasures  and  the  pains 
throughout  the  body.1  The  jiva  is  the  agent  of  activity 
(kartr).  The  scriptural  texts  which  deny  activity  are  intended 
to  bring  out  the  dependent  character  of  the  activity  of  the 
jiva.  The  jiva  has  no  independent  (svatantra)  knowledge  or 
activity.  Ananda  or  delight  pertains  to  the  jiva  in  all  its 
states.  The  jiva  continues  to  exist  in  dreamless  sleep  and 
the  state  of  release.  As  Isvara  is  the  governor,  the  jiva  in 
all  its  states  has  the  nature  of  being  governed  (niy amyatva) . 
The  number  of  jivas  is  infinite,  though  they  are  all  sustained 
by  the  supreme  spirit. 

The  inanimate  world  has  three  principal  categories  (tattvas), 
which  are  :  (i)  aprakrta  or  what  is  not  derived  from  the 
primordial  prakrti,  such  as  the  stuff  of  the  divine  body  akin 
to  Ramanuja’s  6uddhasattva,  which  is  the  basis  of  the  nitya- 
vibhuti  of  Isvara  ;  (2)  prakrti,  or  what  is  derived  from  prakrti 
with  its  three  gunas  ;  and  (3)  kala,  or  time.  Prakrti  and  kala 
are  the  basic  principles  of  cosmic  existence.  These  three 
categories  are  also  eternal  like  the  individual  souls. 

The  eternal  nature  of  Isvara  is  to  govern  (niyantrtva). 
Nimbarka  and  Kesava  refute  the  predicateless  character  of 
Brahman  and  attribute  to  the  latter  good  and  auspicious 
qualities.2  The  supreme  spirit  is  identified  by  Nimbarka  with 
Krsna,  and  is  regarded  as  possessing  all  auspicious  qualities 
and  exempt  from  the  faults  of  egoism,  ignorance,  passion  and 
attachment.  He  has  the  four  forms  (vyuhas),  and  also  mani- 

1  ii-  3.  25. 

»  Kesava  says  :  *  Napi  nirdharmakam  brahma  tasya  jnanakriyadmam 

svabhavikasaktlnam  Sastrasiddhatvat  ”  (i.  i,  5).  Again  :  “  Anandamaya- 
£abdanirdista  atma  brahmaiva  "  (i.  1.  13). 
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fests  himself  in  the  avataras,  or  incarnations.  He  is  the 
material  and  the  efficient  cause  of  the  universe.  He  is  the 
material  cause,  since  creation  means  the  manifestation  of  his 
powers  (sakti)  of  cit  and  acit  in  their  subtle  forms.  He  is 
the  efficient  cause  of  the  universe,  since  he  brings  about 
the  union  of  the  individual  souls  with  their  respective  karmas 
and  their  results  and  the  proper  instruments  for  experiencing 
them. 

The  universe  cannot  be  dismissed  as  a  mere  illusion,  since 
it  is  a  manifestation  (parinama)  of  what  is  contained  subtly  in 
the  nature  of  God.  Nimbarka  criticises  the  vivarta  (illusion) 
theory  of  the  world,  and  argues  that,  if  the  world  were  not 
real,  it  could  not  be  superimposed  on  another. 

The  relation  of  the  three  principles  of  jiva,  the  world  and 
God,  is  not  one  of  absolute  identity  or  non-distinction,  since 
such  a  view  would  contradict  numberless  passages  of  the 
Upanisads  which  insist  on  difference  and  will  also  involve 
confusion  between  the  natures  and  attributes  of  the  different 
principles.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  three  principles  are 
absolutely  distinct,  since  this  would  be  to  fly  in  the  face  of  the 
monistic  evidence  of  the  Upanisads.  Were  the  supreme  spirit 
absolutely  distinct  from  the  individual  soul  and  the  world, 
it  could  not  be  omnipresent.  It  would  be  as  limited  as  the 
individual  soul  or  the  world,  and  could  not,  therefore,  be 
regarded  as  their  governor.  The  suggestion  that  non-differ¬ 
ence  is  the  reality  while  difference  is  due  to  upadhis  or  limita¬ 
tions  cannot  be  accepted,  since  it  would  be  to  subject  Brahman 
to  conditions.  On  such  a  view,  Brahman  would  cease  to  be 
pure  and  become  subject  to  faults,  and  would  experience 
pleasure,  pain  and  the  like,  and  all  this  would  be  contrary  to 
the  accepted  nature  of  Brahman.  So  Nimbarka  concludes 
that  both  difference  and  non-difference  are  real.  The  soul 
and  the  world  are  different  from  Brahman,  since  they  possess 
natures  and  attributes  different  from  those  of  Brahman. 
They  are  not  different,  since  they  cannot  exist  by  themselves 
and  depend  absolutely  on  Brahman.  The  difference  signifies 
distinct  and  dependent  existence  (paratantrasattabhavah), 
and  non- difference  signifies  the  impossibility  of  independent 
existence  (svatantrasatta/bhavah).  In  the  light  of  this 
doctrine  of  difference-non-difference,  the  famous  text,  “  Tat 
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tvam  asi,”  is  interpreted.  "  Tat  ”  signifies  the  eternal 
omnipresent  Brahman  ;  “  tvam  ”  refers  to  the  individual  soul, 
whose  existence  depends  on  Brahman  ;  and  “  asi  ”  brings  out 
the  relation  between  the  two,  which  is  one  of  difference  com¬ 
patible  with  non-difference.  Such  a  relation  subsists  between 
the  sun  and  its  rays  or  the  fire  and  its  sparks.  Though  souls 
and  matter  are  distinct  from  God,  they  are  yet  intimately 
connected  with  him,  as  waves  with  water  or  coils  of  a  rope 
with  the  rope  itself.  They  are  both  distinct  and  non-distinct 
from  Brahman.  We  need  not  regard  the  distincts  as  mutually 
exclusive  and  absolutely  cut  off  from  each  other.  Difference 
and  identity  are  both  equally  real,  and  what  is  different  is  also 
identical. 

Yet  the  individual  souls  and  the  world  are  not  self- 
sufficient,  but  are  guided  by  Isvara.1  In  pralaya,  these  two 
get  absorbed  into  the  nature  of  Isvara,  who  contains  the 
subtle  forms  of  jlva  and  jagat.  Between  the  periods  of  dis¬ 
solution  and  re-creation,  all  existence,  conscious  and  un¬ 
conscious,  dwells  in  him  in  a  subtle  state.  Through  Brahman’s 
£akti,  or  energy,  the  world  is  produced  where  each  separate 
soul  finds  fit  embodiment. 

Nimbarka  does  not  accept  the  theory  that  the  conscious 
and  the  unconscious  worlds  form,  together  with  Brahman, 
a  composite  personality,  which  is  the  material  cause  of  the 
world,  so  far  as  the  body  of  that  personality  goes.  According 
to  him,  the  £akti  of  Brahman  is  the  material  cause  of  the 
world,  and  the  changes  of  sakti  do  not  touch  the  integrity  of 
Brahman.  What  Ramanuja  calls  the  “  body  ”  of  Brahman 
is  the  £akti  of  Nimbarka.  God  does  not  stand  in  need  of 
materials  to  construct  the  world.  He  is  all-powerful,  and  by 
his  mere  will  he  is  able  to  create  the  world.2  Brahman  is  thus 
both  the  efficient  and  the  material  cause  of  the  world.  The 
world  is  identical  with  Brahman,  and  depends  on  him  for  its 
becoming  and  its  power  to  act ;  and  yet,  in  a  sense,  it  is 
distinct  from  Brahman.  The  usual  theory  which  traces  the 
evolution  of  nature  to  the  three  gunas  is  accepted. 3 

The  supreme  spirit  is  conceived  as  free  from  all  defects, 
a  storehouse  of  all  beneficent  attributes,  possessed  of  a 


Daiasloki,  7. 


*  i.  1.  19. 


3  Dasaslokl,  3. 
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heavenly  body,  full  of  beauty  and  tenderness,  sweetness  and 
charm.1  Souls  are  infinite  in  number  and  are  atomic  is  size. 
Each  soul  is  a  ray  of  Brahman  individualised.3  The  theory 
attempts  to  avoid  the  affirmation  of  an  absolute  identity, 
where  attributes  are  confused  and  distinctions  abolished,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  tries  to  escape  from  mere  pluralism,  which 
would  impair  the  omnipresence  of  Brahman  and  limit  his 
nature  and  sovereignty. 

The  pure  nature  of  the  jiva  is  obscured  by  its  karma,  which 
fa  the  result  of  avidya,  which  is  beginningless,  yet  through 
the  grace  of  God  can  be  terminated.  Prapatti,  or  complete 
submission  to  God,  is  the  way  to  deliverance.  Those  who 
possess  this  attitude  of  prapannas  are  favoured  by  God,  who 
engenders  in  them  bhakti  or  devotion,  which  eventually  results 
in  brahmasaksatkara  or  realisation  of  God.  Bhakti  involves 
a  knowledge  of  the  supreme  reality,  the  nature  of  the  individual 
soul,  the  fruit  of  divine  grace  or  moksa,  which  is  an  uninter¬ 
rupted  realisation  of  the  nature  and  attributes  of  Brahman, 
resulting  in  the  absolute  destruction  of  all  selfishness  and 
ignorance,  and  the  nature  of  the  hindrances  to  God-realisa¬ 
tion,  such  as  the  erroneous  identification  of  the  soul  with  the 
body,  the  senses  or  the  mind,  dependence  on  another  than 
God,  violation  of  or  indifference  to  his  commandments,  and 
confusion  of  God  with  ordinary  beings,  the  sense  of  freedom 
and  joy  born  of  true  devotion.  In  Nimbarka  Krsna  and 
Radha  3  take  the  place  of  Narayana  and  his  consort.  Bhakti 
is  not  meditation  (upasana),  but  love  and  devotion.  The  grace 
of  God  is  ever  ready  to  lift  up  the  helpless  and  make  them 
see  the  truth  of  things.  The  worship  of  other  gods  is  for¬ 
bidden.  Ethical  rules,  prescribed  in  the  sastras,  are  insisted 
on.  Karma  is  said  to  be  the  means  for  the  acquisition  of 
brahmajnana,4  carrying  with  it  devotion. 5 

While  both  Ramanuja  and  Nimbarka  regard  difference 
and  non- difference  as  necessary,  and  treat  animate  and 
inanimate  existences  as  attributes  of  Brahman,  Ramanuja 
emphasises  more  the  principle  of  identity.  For  Nimbarka 
the  two  are  equally  real  and  have  the  same  importance. 
Again,  Ramanuja  regards  the  individual  souls  (cit)  and  the 

1  Dasasloki,  4.  2  Commentary  on  the  B.S.,  ii.  3.  42. 

3  Dasasloki,  5  and  8.  4  i.  1.  4.  i.  1.  7. 
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world  (acit)  as  the  attributes  (visesanas  or  prakaras)  of 
Brahman  ;  and  his  view  emphasises  the  non-duality  of  the 
supreme  Lord,  qualified  by  the  individual  souls  and 
the  world.1  Nimbarka  disputes  this  view  on  the  ground  that 
the  presence  of  a  body  does  not  necessarily  imply  the  possession 
of  attributes  ;  for  an  attribute  has  for  its  object  the  distinction 
of  the  thing  which  possesses  it  from  others  which  do  not 
possess  it.  If  cit  and  acit  are  the  attributes  of  Brahman,  then, 
what  is  that  reality  from  which  Brahman  is  distinguished  by 
the  possession  of  these  marks  ? 

XVI 

Vallabha 

Vallabha  (1401  a.d.)  is  a  Telugu  Brahmin  of  South  India, 
who  migrated  to  the  north  and  developed  the  views  of 
Visnusvamin,  who  belonged  to  the  thirteenth  century.  He 
accepts  the  authority  not  only  of  the  Upanisads,  the  Bhagavad- 
gita  and  the  Brahma  Sutra,  but  also  of  the  Bhagavata  Parana. 
In  his  works,  Anubhdsya,  Siddhantarahasya  and  Bhdgavata- 
tlkdsubodhini ,a  he  offers  a  theistic  interpretation  of  the 
Vedanta,  which  differs  from  those  of  Samkara  and  Ramanuja. 
His  view  is  called  Suddhadvaita,  or  pure  non-dualism, 3  and 
declares  that  the  whole  world  is  real  and  is  subtly  Brahman. 
The  individual  souls  and  the  inanimate  world  are  in  essence 
one  with  Brahman.  Vallabha  admits  that  jiva,  kala  or  time, 
and  prakrti  or  maya,  are  eternal  existences  ;  they  are  referred 
to  the  being  of  Brahman  and  have  no  separate  existence. 
Those  who  accept  the  force  of  maya  as  the  explanation  of  the 
world  are  not  pure  Advaitins,  since  they  admit  a  second  to 
Brahman. 4  While  Samkara  traces  the  world  to  Brahman 
through  the  force  of  maya,  Vallabha  holds  that  Brahman  can 
create  the  world  without  any  connection  with  such  a  principle 
as  maya.  In  his  view  the  sastra  is  the  final  authority,  and 
our  reason  cannot  protest  against  its  dictates. 5  God  is 

1  Cidacidvisistaparamesvaradvaita. 

J  Giridhara's  $uddhddvaitamartdn$a  and  Balakr§na's  Prameyaratnaryava 
belong  to  this  sect. 

3  As  distinct  from  &arhkara’s  Kevaladvaita. 

<  i.  1.  6. 


s  1.  It  20. 
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saccidananda,  and  has  qualities ;  the  6ruti  passages  which 
declare  that  he  has  no  qualities  mean  merely  that  he  has  not 
the  ordinary  qualities.1  God  is  personified  as  Krsna,  when 
he  is  endowed  with  the  qualities  of  wisdom  (jnana)  and  action 
(kriya).  He  is  the  creator  of  the  world,  and  we  need  not 
suppose  that  he  should  possess  a  physical  body  as  worldly 
agents  do,  since  what  applies  to  us  need  not  apply  to  the 
transcendent  God.  By  the  mere  force  of  his  will  he  creates 
the  whole  world.  Not  only  is  he  karta  or  agent,  but  also 
enjoyer  or  bhokta.2  Though  he  has  no  need  to  assume  a 
body,  he  appears  in  various  forms  to  please  his  devotees. 3 
The  highest,  when  associated  with  action  only,  is  yajnarupa, 
who  can  be  propitiated  by  karmas,  as  stated  in  the  Brahmanas ; 
when  associated  with  wisdom,  it  is  Brahman,  and  can  be 
approached  through  jnana,  as  stated  in  the  Upanisads.  Krsna 
the  Supreme  has  to  be  worshipped  according  to  the  principles 
of  the  Gita  and  the  Bhdgavata. 

In  human  and  animal  souls  the  quality  of  ananda  is  sup¬ 
pressed,  while  in  matter  consciousness  is  also  suppressed. 
Brahman  becomes  whatever  it  wills  by  the  evolution  (avir- 
bhava)  and  involution  (tirobhava)  of  its  qualities.  The  jlva 
is  atomic  in  size, 4  is  one  with  Brahman,  and  constitutes  a  part 
of  it. 5  When  the  ananda  of  Brahman  is  obscured,  we  have 
the  jlva.  Though  its  production  is  only  a  manifestation,  it 
is  as  real  and  eternal  as  Brahman.  Three  kinds  of  jivas  are 
distinguished.  The  pure  (suddha)  jivas  are  those  whose  lordly 
qualities  (aisvarya)  are  not  obscured  by  the  force  of  ignorance 
(avidya).  The  mundane  (samsarin)  jivas  are  those  which  are 
caught  in  the  meshes  of  avidya,  and  experience  birth  and 
death  by  reason  of  their  connection  with  gross  and  subtle 
bodies.  The  liberated  (mukta)  jivas  are  those  which  are 
freed  from  the  bonds  of  samsara  through  insight  into  truth 
(vidya).  When  the  soul  attains  release,  it  recovers  its  sup¬ 
pressed  qualities  and  becomes  one  with  God.  The  inanimate 
world  is  also  filled  with  Brahman  (brahmatmaka).  In  it  the 
two  qualities  of  Brahman,  knowledge  and  bliss,  are  obscured, 
and  what  remains  is  pure  sattva  or  existence.  Since  it  is 
Brahman  that  is  manifested  in  the  form  of  the  world,  the 

1  See  his  commentary  on  B.S.,  iii.  2.  22.  *  i.  1.  1. 

J  i.  1.  20-21.  <  ii.  3.  19.  5  ii.  3.  43. 
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latter  is  regarded  as  the  effect  of  Brahman  (brahmakarya). 
Creation  and  destruction  of  the  world  are  only  the  manifes¬ 
tation  and  non-manifestation  of  the  Supreme  who  puts  on 
these  forms.  Brahman  becomes  a  product  and  is  appre¬ 
hended  in  the  state  of  creation,  while  in  destruction  the  world 
returns  to  its  original  form,  and  ceases  to  be  an  object  of 
perception.  The  world  is  therefore  as  eternal  and  real  as 
Brahman  himself,  and  its  creation  and  destruction  are  due 
to  the  power  (sakti)  of  Brahman.  The  world  cannot  be 
regarded  as  an  illusory  appearance ;  nor  is  it  essentially 
different  from  Brahman.  The  relation  of  cause  and  effect  is 
one  of  absolute  identity.1  The  universe  in  truth  is  Brahman. 
Brahman  manifests  himself  of  his  own  will,  as  the  individual 
souls  and  the  world,  without  undergoing  any  change  in  his 
essential  nature.  He  is  the  material  as  well  as  the  efficient 
cause  of  the  world.3  The  charges  of  partiality  and  cruelty 
cannot  be  urged  against  Brahman,  since  the  difference  of  the 
jivas  from  Brahman  is  admitted  by  Vallabha.  He  holds  that 
the  jiva,  freed  from  the  fetters  of  rnaya,  is  one  with  Brahman. 

Vallabha  looks  upon  God  as  the  whole  and  the  individual 
as  part ;  but,  as  the  individual  is  of  identical  essence  with 
God,  there  is  no  real  difference  between  the  two.  The  analogy 
of  sparks  to  fire  is  employed  to  great  purpose.  The  individual 
soul  is  not  the  Supreme  clouded  by  the  force  of  avidya,  but 
is  itself  Brahman,  with  one  attribute  rendered  imperceptible. 
The  soul  is  both  a  doer  and  an  enjoyer.  It  is  atomic  in  size, 
though  pervading  the  whole  body  by  its  quality  of  intelligence, 
even  as  sandal-wood  makes  its  presence  felt  where  it  does 
not  exist,  by  its  scent.  For  Ramanuja,  who  accepts  one 
ultimate  substantive  reality,  the  difference  between  God  and 
soul  is  never  destroyed.  Ramanuja  relates  God  and  the 
soul  as  whole  and  parts,  where  the  parts  are  really  different 
moments  of  the  whole.  His  view  of  samanadhikaranya  or 
visesanavisesyabhava  points  to  the  coinherence  of  many  parts 
in  the  same  whole.  Vallabha,  on  the  other  hand,  gives  us 
something  like  Schelling’s  neutrum,  where  the  differences  are 
abolished,  while  Ramanuja’s  view  is  more  like  Hegel’s. 

1  Pragabhava,  or  prior  non-existence,  is  the  causal  condition  ;  pradh* 
vamsabhava  is  but  disappearance  of  the  effect. 

*  i.  i.  4. 
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.  The  world  of  maya  is  not  regarded  as  unreal,*  since  maya 
is  nothing  else  than  a  power  which  Isvara  of  his  free  will 
produces. .  “  Brahman  is  the  efficient  and  the  material  cause 
of  the  universe.  He  is  not  only  the  creator  of  the  universe 
but  is  the  universe  itself.”  a  He  accepts  the  Brhaddranyaka 
accounts  that  Brahman  desired  to  become  many,  and  himself 
became  the  multitude  of  individual  souls  and  the  world.  A 
desire  .  for  self-expression  is  innate  in  Brahman.  Maya, 
according  to  Vallabha,  is  the  power  of  Isvara,  through  which 
he  brings  about  the  evolution  and  the  dissolution  of  the  world. 
Maya  is  different,  from  avidya,  which  is  responsible  for  the 
obscuration  of  the  unity  of  things  and  the  production  of  the 
consciousness  of  differenced  Vallabha  does  not  admit  an  inert 
prakrti  which  is  eneigised  by  Brahman.  Though  Brahman 
in  himself  is  not  known,  he  is  known  when  he  manifests  him¬ 
self  through  the  world. 

Sarhsara,  however,  is  unreal.  The  soul  is  right  in  regarding 
the  world  as  real,  but  is  wrong  when  it  ascribes  to  it  plurality. 
The  world  is  true,  though  our  experience  (pratlti)  of  it  is 
wrong.  We  do  not  realise  that  the  world  is  but  a  form  of 
Brahman.  The  jiva  is  thus  infected  with  a  wrong  view  of 
the  nature  of  the  world.  To  those  who  have  attained  to  the 
truth,  the  world  appears  as  Brahman.  To  those  who  have 
learnt  the  truth  from  the  scriptures,  it  appears  as  both 
Brahman  and  maya,  i.e.  something  other  than  Brahman, 
though  they  know  that  the  former  is  real  and  the  latter  not. 
The  ignorant  make  no  distinction  between  the  reality  of 
Brahman  and  the  unreality  of  the  plural  appearances  which 
set  themselves  forth  as  objective  and  independent.  Avidya 
H  located  in  the  mind  of  man.  Vallabha  thus  does  not  accept 
the  view  of  the  unreality  of  the  world  as  such.  If  the  world 
is  unreal,  we  cannot  even  say  that  it  is  one  with  Brahman, 
since  a  relation  of  identity  cannot  exist  between  a  real  entity 
and  an  unreal  appearance.  There  is  a  possibility  of  deception, 
though  it  is  not  divinely  conditioned. 

The  jiva  bound  by  maya  cannot  attain  salvation  except 
through  the  grace  of  God.  Bhakti  is  the  chief  means  of 
salvation,  though  jnana  is  also  useful.  All  sins  are  put  away 

*  Anubhdsya  on  i.  i.  4.  a  Anubhdsya,  i.  1.  4. 

J  *•  4*  3*  *  See  Suddhddvaitamdvtdncla , 
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if  we  have  true  faith  in  God,  a  principle  that  was  much 
exaggerated  in  practice.  Vallabha  deprecated  all  kinds  of 
self-mortification.  The  body  is  the  temple  of  God,  and  there 
is  no  meaning  in  attempting  to  destroy  it.  Karmas  precede 
knowledge  of  the  Supreme,  and  are  present  even  when  this 
knowledge  is  gained.  The  liberated  perform  all  karmas.1 
The  highest  goal  is  not  rhukti  or  liberation,  but  rather  eternal 
service  of  Krsna  and  participation  in  his  sports  in  the 
celestial  Brndavana.  Vallabha  distinguishes  the  transcendent 
consciousness  of  Brahman  from  Purusottama.2  The  souls, 
delivered  from  the  trammels  of  life,  are  of  different  kinds. 
There  are  those  who  have  freed  themselves  from  previous  sub¬ 
jection,  like  Sanaka,  and  those  who  dwell  in  the  city  of  God, 
where  they  attain  freedom  through  the  grace  of  God.  There 
are  others  who  resort  to  bhakti  and  develop  perfect  love  and 
become  the  associates  of  God.  Vallabha  lays  great  stress  on 
a  life  of  unqualified  love  to  God. 

The  relation  between  Brahman  on  the  one  side  and  the 
individual  souls  (jiva)  and  the  inanimate  nature  (jada)  on  the 
other,  is  one  of  pure  identity,  even  as  the  relation  of  whole 
(amsin)  and  part  (amsa)  is.  While  the  difference  is  subor¬ 
dinated  by  Vallabha,  non-difference  alone  is  said  to  be  real. 
He  interprets  “  Tat  tvam  asi  ”  (“  That  art  thou  ”)  as  literally 
true,  while  Ramanuja  and  Nimbarka  take  it  in  a  figurative 
sense.  When  the  soul  attains  bliss,  and  the  inanimate  world 
both  consciousness  and  bliss,  the  difference  between  Brahman 
and  these  will  lapse — a  position  which  Ramanuja  does  not 
accept. 


XVII 

The  Caitanya  Movement 

The  Vaisnavism  of  South  India  did  not  pay  much  attention  to  the 
glorification  of  the  Brndavana  111a,  though  some  of  the  Alvars  refer 
to  Krsna’s  sports  with  the  gopis.  In  the  north,  however,  the  case 
was  different.  In  Nimbarka,  Radha,  the  beloved  mistress,  is  not 
simply  the  chief  of  the  gopis  but  is  the  eternal  consort  of  Krsna.  The 
writings  of  Jayadeva,  the  author  of  Gitagovinda,  Vidyapati,  Umapati 
and  Candi  Das  (fourteenth  century),  show  the  growing  influence  of 

*  Ibid.,  iv.  3.  27. 


*  Anubhdsya,  i.  1.  1. 
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the  Radha-Krsna  cult  in  Bengal  and  Bihar,  thanks  to  the  influence 
of  the  Sakta  system  of  thought  and  practice.  Trained  in  such  an 
atmosphere,  Caitanya,  the  great  Vaisnava  teacher  (fifteenth  century) 
was  attracted  by  the  account  of  Krsna  in  the  Visnu  Pur  ana,  Harivamsa, 
tlie  Bhagavata  and  the  Brahmavaivarta  Puranas,  and  by  his  personality 
and  character  gave  anew  form  to  the  Vaisnava  faith.  His  breadth 
°  vlew  aijd  democratic  sympathies  gave  him  a  large  following,  though 
the  orthodox  were  much  disturbed  by  his  startling  ways.  He  accepted 
converts  from  Islam  freely,  and  one  of  the  earliest  of  his  disciples  was 
a  Moslem  fakir,  who  attained  to  great  fame  and  sanctity  in  the  sect 
under  the  name  of  Haridas.  His  disciples,  Rupa  and  Sanatana,  were 
renegade  converts  to  Islam  and  outcasts  from  the  Hindu  society 
whom  Caitanya  welcomed  back  into  the  fold.  JIva  Gosvami  (six¬ 
teenth  century)  and  much  later  Baladeva,  furnished  the  philosophical 
basis  for  the  sect.  The  philosophical  classics  of  the  school  are  Jiva’s 
Satsandarbha  and  his  own  commentary  on  it,  Sarvasarhvddini,  and 
Baladeva’s  Govindabhasya  on  the  Brahma  Sutra.  The  latter’s  Prame - 
yaratnavali  is  also  a  popular  work.  These  writers  are  influenced 
considerably  by  the  views  of  Ramanuja  and  Madhva.1  They  admit 
the  five  principles  of  God,  souls,  maya  or  prakrti,  and  svarupaSakti, 
with  its  two  elements  of  jnana  or  knowledge,  Suddhatattva  or  pure 
matter,  and  kala,  or  time. 

On  the  question  of  the  theory  of  knowledge,  there  is  not 
much  that  is  peculiar  to  the  school.  The  traditional  account 
of  the  sources  of  knowledge,  including  Vedic  testimony,  is 
accepted. .  Jiva  argues  that  there  is  such  a  state  of  conscious¬ 
ness  as  simple  apprehension,  which  is  later  developed  into 
determinate  knowledge.  Non-relational  immediate  experience 
precedes  determinate  cognition.  The  former  is  indeterminate 
(nirvikalpa)  cognition.  The  determinate  is  contained  poten¬ 
tially  in  it.  It  is  the  fact  given  in  indeterminate  perception 
that  is  analysed  and  understood  in  the  determinate.  It 
follows  that  indeterminate  cognition  is  a  fact  of  consciousness  ; 
and  the  intuition,  where  relations  seem  to  be  absent,  is  of  this 
kind.  Jiva  does  not  believe  in  a  universal  which  includes  all 
differences.2  We  have  first  the  knowledge  of  the  universal 
as  such  and  then  the  universal  as  qualified.  The  intuition 
of  Brahman,  pure  and  simple,  is,  for  Jiva,  an  undoubted  fact 
of  consciousness,  though  it  requires  to  be  transcended. 

The  ultimate  reality  is  Visnu,  the  personal  God  of  love 
and  grace,  possessing  the  usual  attributes  of  sat,  cit  and 
ananda.  He  is  nirguna,  in  the  sense  that  he  is  free  from  the 
1  Prameyaratndvali,  p.  8.  ‘  Bhdgavatsandarbha,  p.  55. 
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qualities  of  prakrti  and  saguna,  since  he  has  the  qualities 
of  omniscience,  omnipotence,  etc.  These  qualities  are  bound 
to  him  by  the  relation  of  svarupasambandha.  They  express 
the  nature  of  Brahman  and  inhere  in  him.1  He  is  the  source, 
support  and  end  of  the  world,  the  material  and  the  efficient 
cause  of  the  universe.3  He  is  the  efficient  cause  through  his 
higher  energy  (para  sakti),3  and  material  cause  through  his 
other  energies,  called  apara  sakti  and  avidyasakti.  His  former 
nature  is  unchangeable,  while  his  latter  is  subject  to  modifi¬ 
cations.  The  chief  character  of  God  is  love  4  and  the  power 
of  joy.  The  incarnations  are  one  with  the  Supreme  and  not 
parts,  as  the  individuals  are. 5  God  assumes  infinite  forms,  of 
which  the  chief  is  that  of  Krsna,  whose  supreme  delight  is  in 
love.  Krsna,  when  identified  with  the  Supreme,  has  three 
chief  powers,  cit,  may  a  and  jiva.  By  the  first  he  maintains 
his  nature  as  intelligence  and  will,  by  the  second  the  whole 
creation  is  produced,  and  by  the  third  the  souls.  The  highest 
manifestation  of  the  cit  power  of  Krsna  is  the  power  of  delight 
(hladini).  Radha  is  the  essence  of  this  delight-giving  power.6 
According  to  Jiva,  God  is  one  without  a  second.  He  is 
Brahman  when  viewed  in  himself  and  Bhagavan  when  viewed 
as  the  creator  of  the  world.  The  former  is  abstract  and  the 
latter  concrete.  Jiva  holds  that  the  latter  is  the  more  real. 
According  to  Baladeva,  the  Supreme  is  called  Hari,  his  Majesty 
and  magnificance  are  personified  as  Narayana,  and  his  beauty 
and  ecstasy  as  Krsna. 

The  universe  and  its  creatures  have  come  into  being  through 
the  powers  of  God.  They  are  dependent  on  him,  though 
separate  and  distinct  from  him.  They  are  neither  one  with 
God  nor  different  from  him.  An  incomprehensible  difference- 

1  Baladeva,  after  Madhya,  admits  the  doctrine  of  visesa,  though  he 
confines  it  to  the  svarupasakti  and  its  modification ;  since  the  distinctions 
of  the  world  are  established  facts  and  do  not  require  any  vise§a  to  dis¬ 
tinguish  them. 

3  Ibid.,  i.  4.  24. 

3  Identified  with  £rl.  See  Baladeva,  iii.  3.  40  and  42. 

4  Prityatma,  iv.  1.  1. 

5  A  distinction  is  made  between  svamsa,  or  a  manifestation  identical 
with  the  original,  and  vibhinnamsa,  or  a  part  separate  from  the  original. 
See  Baladeva,  ii.  3.  47. 

6  Cp.  “  KrsnasvarupinI  paramanandarupini  ”  ( Brahmavaivarta  Purava, 
v.  4-  17)- 
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non-difference  1  is  the  truth  of  things.  The  world  is  real  and 
not  illusory  ;  it  is  called  maya  on  account  of  its  nature,  since 
it  attracts  men  to  itself  and  away  from  God.  The  servant  of 
God  becomes,  through  the  power  of  maya,  the  slave  of  the 
world. 

The  soul  is  different  from  the  Lord,  who  is  its  ruler.  God 
is  omnipresent  while  the  soul  is  of  atomic  size.2  God’s  svaru- 
pasakti,  according  to  Jiva,  supports  his  jlva  sakti  (also  called 
tatasthasakti)  by  which  the  souls  are  created.  This  latter  in 
its  turn  supports  mayasakti  (or  bahirangasakti).  None  of 
these  can  exist  apart  from  God  At  the  time  of  creation,  the 
Supreme  remembers  the  constitution  of  the  world  immediately 
preceding  the  pralaya  and  desires  to  “  become  manifold,” 
i.e.  give  separate  existence  to  the  enjoying  souls  and  the 
objects  of  enjoyment  merged  in  him.  He  creates  the  entire 
world  from  the  great  principle  of  mahat  down  to  the  cosmic 
egg  and  Brahma.  He  then  manifests  the  Vedas  in  the  same 
order  and  arrangement  as  they  had  had  before,  and  communi¬ 
cates  them  mentally  to  Brahma,  to  whom  other  stages  of 
creation  are  assigned.  Through  the  help  of  the  Vedas,  Brahma 
remembers  the  archetypal  forms,  and  creates  objects  as  in  the 
previous  existence.  It  follows  that  the  Vedas,  when  they  refer 
to  Indra,  etc.,  refer  to  types  which  do  not  perish,  though  the 
individuals  do. 3  While  Ramanuja  regards  the  souls  and 
matter  as  the  adjectives  (visesanas)  of  God,  Jiva  and  Baladeva 
regard  them  as  the  manifestations  of  God’s  energy.  The 
latter  are  averse  to  making  unconscious  prakrti  a  predicate 
of  God,  which  may  introduce  an  element  of  discord  into  his 
nature.  So  Jiva  makes  prakrti  the  outer  energy  (sakti)  of 
God,  which  is  not  directly  related  to  him,  though  under  his 
control.  Baladeva  identifies  maya  with  prakrti,  which  is  set 
in  motion  by  the  mere  sight  (iksana)  of  God. 

The  souls  become  fettered  by  the  bonds  of  the  world 
through  the  power  of  maya,  which  makes  them  forget  their 
real  nature.  The  force  of  karma  can  be  overcome  if  we  have 
bhakti.4  By  the  development  of  love  (ruci)  for  Krsna,  we 

1  Acintyabhedabheda.  *  Baladeva,  ii.  2.  41. 

3  Baladeva,  i.  3.  30. 

4  Caitanya  accepted  the  usual  stages  of  bhakti :  (1)  Santa,  or  tranquil 

meditation  on  God  ;  (2)  dasya,  or  active  service  of  God  ;  (3)  sakhya,  or 

friendship  ;  (4)  vatsalya,  or  parental  tenderness  ;  (5)  madhurya,  or  sweetness 

25 


VOL.  II 


764 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


can  have  intuition  of  the  divine.  God's  affection  for  his 
creatures  is  said  to  be  brought  out  in  his  love  for  Radha.  It 
is  the  desire  of  the  creator  that  his  creatures  should  cleave  to 
him  only  in  the  hope  of  salvation.  Kama  or  sexual  love  is 
distinguished  from  prema  or  spiritual  love.  Bhakti  is  the 
way  to  salvation.  Study  of  the  Vedas,  the  Bhagavata  Pur  ana 
and  the  like,  is  inculcated.  Reverence  for  the  guru  is  a 
cardinal  feature.  In  matters  of  religion  it  is  said  that  reason 
is  not  to  be  depended  upon.  The  distinctions  of  caste  are 
ignored.  No  man  or  woman  is  too  low  for  the  grace  of  God. 
Ethical  virtues  of  mercy  towards  all  creatures,  humility, 
tranquillity,  freedom  from  worldly  desires  and  purity  of  heart, 
are  emphasised. 

Salvation  consists  in  the  eternal  experience  of  love  (priti).1 
Souls  in  heaven  realise  their  status  as  the  servants  of  God, 
and  are  utterly  devoted  to  him.  Love  is  release.  Bhakti  is 
the  true  mukti.  Through  it  bondage  to  rebirth  is  broken, 
and  the  soul  attains  to  a  status  of  equality  with  God,  though 
it  is  never  absorbed  in  God.2  The  intuition  of  Brahman,  as 
the  abstract  universal  of  all  existence,  is,  according  to  Jiva, 
the  prelude  to  the  intuition  of  Bhagavan,  who  is  the  concrete 
reality  of  all  existence  and  life.  The  former,  due  to  know¬ 
ledge,  is  not  ultimate.  The  latter,  due  to  bhakti,  can  be  had 
only  when  the  body  is  cast  off.  Though  jlvanmukti  is  possible 
regarding  the  intuition  of  Brahman,  it  is  of  no  avail  for  the 
love  of  the  Bhagavan. 

Jiva  attempts  to  displace  the  theory  of  attributes  (visesana) 
advocated  by  Ramanuja,  by  his  own  theory  of  energy  (sakti). 
But  if  God  cannot  possess  an  attribute  opposed  in  nature  to 
his  being,  how  can  he  possess  a  power  or  energy  which  equally 
contradicts  his  being  ?  Though  some  of  the  writers  belonging 
to  this  school  call  themselves  the  followers  of  Madhva,  in  their 
thought  they  are  really  nearer  Ramanuja,  since  they  emphasise 
identity,  even  while  they  admit  differences.  The  latter  are 
traced  to  the  saktis,  which  belong  to  God  in  an  inconceivable 

symptomatic  of  conjugal  love.  Each  stage  includes  the  preceding,  so  that 
the  last  is  the  most  complete.  Bhakti  literature  of  Bengal  is  full  of  acute 
analysis  of  feelings.  See  Rupa’s  Ujjvalanilamani. 

1  Saccidanandaikarase  bhaktiyoge  tisfhati  (Gopalatapani) .  See  Baladeva, 
iii.  3.  12. 

'  Baladeva  on  i.  1.  17. 
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(acintya)  manner.  Jiva  admits  in  his  SarvasamvadinT  that 
we  cannot  regard  God  and  his  powers  as  either  identical  or 
as  different. 


REFERENCES. 

Avalon  :  Mahanirvana  Tantra. 

Avalon  :  Sakti  and  Sakta. 

Barnett  :  The  Heart  of  India. 

Carpenter  :  Mediaeval  Theism  in  India. 

Chatterji  :  Kashmir  Saivism. 

Madhava  :  S.D.S.,  V,  IX. 

Madhva  :  Commentaries  on  the  Bhagavadgita,  Brahma  Sutra.  Subba 
Rao’s  E.T. 

Nallasvami  Pillai  :  Studies  in  Saiva  Siddhanta. 

Padmanabhacarya  :  Life  and  Teachings  of  Sri  Madhva. 

Pope  :  Tiruvasagam. 

Srinivasa  Iyengar  :  Outlines  of  Indian  Philosophy,  Chs.  II  and  III. 
Sivasutravimar£ini. 


CHAPTER  XI 


CONCLUSION 


The  course  of  Hindu  philosophic  development — The  unity  of  the 
different  systems — The  decline  of  the  philosophic  spirit  in  recent  times 
— Contact  with  the  West — The  present  situation — Conservatism  and 
radicalism — The  future. 


I 

Philosophical  Development 

Throughout  the  history  of  Indian  thought,  the  ideal  of  a 
world  behind  the  ordinary  world  of  human  strivings,  more 
real  and  more  intangible,  which  is  the  true  home  of  the  spirit, 
has  been  haunting  the  Indian  race.  Man’s  never-ceasing  effort 
to  read  the  riddle  of  the  sphinx  and  raise  himself  above  the 
level  of  the  beast  to  a  moral  and  spiritual  height  finds  a 
striking  illustration  in  India.  We  can  watch  the  struggle  for 
four  millenniums  (or  longer,  if  the  recent  archaeological  finds 
in  Sind  and  the  Punjab,  which  are  withdrawing  the  shroud  that 
hid  the  remote  past,  are  to  be  taken  into  account).  The  naive 
belief  that  the  world  is  ruled  by  the  gods  of  Sun  and  Sky,  who 
watch  from  on  high  the  conduct  of  men,  whether  it  is  straight 
or  crooked  ;  the  faith  that  the  gods  who  can  be  persuaded  by 
prayer  or  compelled  by  rites  to  grant  our  requests,  are  only 
the  forms  of  the  one  Supreme  ;  the  firm  conviction  that  the 
pure  stainless  spirit,  to  know  whom  is  life  eternal,  is  one  with 
the  innermost  soul  of  man  ;  the  rise  of  materialism,  scepticism 
and  fatalism,  and  their  supersession  by  the  ethical  systems  of 
Buddhism  and  Jainism,  with  their  central  doctrine  that  one 
can  free  one-self  from  all  ill  only  by  refraining  from  all  evil, 
in  thought,  word  and  deed — God  or  no  God  ;  the  liberal 
theism  of  the  Bhagavadgita,  which  endows  the  all- soul  with 
ethical  in  addition  to  metaphysical  perfections;  the  logical 
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scheme  of  the  Nyaya,  which  furnishes  the  principal  categories 
of  the  world  of  knowledge  which  are  in  use  even  to-day  ;  the 
Vai^esika  interpretation  of  nature;  the  Samkhya  speculations 
in  science  and  psychology ;  the  Yoga  scheme  of  the  pathway 
to  perfection ;  the  ethical  and  social  regulations  of  the 
Mimamsa  and  the  religious  interpretations  of  the  Supreme 
reality,  as  put  forward  by  Samkara,  Ramanuja,  Madhva  and 
Nimbarka,  Vallabha  and  Jiva  Gosvami — form  a  remarkable 
record  of  philosophical  development  in  the  history  of  the 
human  race.  Type  succeeds  type,  school  follows  on  school, 
in.  logical  sequence.  The  life  of  the  Indian  was  ever  on  the 
move,  shaping  itself  as  it  grew,  and  changing  from  time  to 
time  in  relation  to  its  physical,  social  and  cultural  contexts. 
In  the  early  stages  the  ancient  Indians  were  doing  every¬ 
thing  for  the  first  time.  They  had  practically  no  wisdom  of 
the  past  to  fall  back  upon.  They  had,  moreover,  enormous 
difficulties  to  contend  with,  which  are  now  almost  things  of 
the  past.  In  spite  of  these,  their  achievement  in  the  realm 
of  thought  and  practice  is  a  considerable  one.  But  the  cycle 
is  not  complete,  and  the  range  of  possible  forms  is  not  ex¬ 
hausted  ;  for  the  sphinx  still  smiles.  Philosophy  is  yet  in  its 
infancy. 

The  survey  of  Indian  thought,  as  of  all  thought,  impresses 
one  with  the  mystery  and  the  immensity  of  existence  as  well 
as  the  beauty  and  the  persistence  of  the  human  effort  to 
understand  it.  The  long  procession  of  thinkers  struggled  hard 
to  add  some  small  piece  to  the  temple  of  human  wisdom, 
some  fresh  fragment  to  the  ever  incomplete  sum  of  human 
knowledge.  But  human  speculation  falls  short  of  the  ideal, 
which  it  can  neither  abandon  nor  attain.  We  are  far  more 
conscious  of  the  depth  of  the  surrounding  darkness  than  of 
the  power  to  dispel  it  possessed  by  the  flickering  torches  that 
we  have  the  privilege  to  carry  as  the  inheritors  of  a  great  past. 
After  all  the  attempts  of  philosophers,  we  stand  to-day  in 
relation  to  the  ultimate  problems  very  near  where  we  stood 
far  away  in  the  ages — where  perhaps  we  shall  ever  stand  as 
long  as  we  are  human,  bound  Prometheus-like  to  the  rock  of 
mystery  by  the  chains  of  our  finite  mind.1  The  pursuit  of 

*  “  No  one,”  exclaims  Xenophanes,  “  has  attained  complete  certainty 
in  respect  to  the  gods  and  to  that  which  I  call  universal  nature,  will  noi 
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philosophy  is  not,  however,  a  vain  endeavour.  It  helps  us 
to  feel  the  grip  and  the  clanging  of  the  chains.  It  sharpens 
the  consciousness  of  human  imperfection,  and  thus  deepens 
the  sense  of  perfection  in  us,  which  reveals  the  imperfection 
of  our  passing  lives.  That  the  world  is  not  so  transparent  to 
our  intellects  as  we  could  wish  is  not  to  be  wondered  at,  for 
the  philosopher  is  only  the  lover  of  wisdom  and  not  its 
possessor.  It  is  not  the  end  of  the  voyage  that  matters, 
but  the  voyage  itself.  To  travel  is  a  better  thing  than  to 
arrive. 

At  the  end  of  our  course,  we  may  ask  whether  the  known 
lacts  of  history  support  a  belief  in  progress.  Is  the  march 
of  human  thought  a  forward  movement,  or  is  it  one  of  retro¬ 
gression  ?  The  sequence  is  not  capricious  and  unmeaning. 
India  believes  in  progress,  for,  as  we  have  already  said,  the 
cycles  are  bound  together  by  an  organic  tie.  The  inner  thread 
of  continuity  is  never  cut.  Even  the  revolutions  that  threaten 
to  engulf  the  past  help  to  restore  it.  Backward  eddies  serve 
rather  to  strengthen  than  retard  the  current.  Epochs  of 
decadence,  like  the  recent  past  of  this  country,  are  in  truth 
periods  of  transition  from  an  old  life  to  a  new.  The  two 
currents  of  progress  and  decline  are  intermingled.  At  one 
stage  the  forces  of  progress  press  forward  with  a  persistent 
sweep,  at  another  the  line  sways  to  and  fro,  and  sometimes 
the  forces  of  retrogression  seem  to  overwhelm  those  of  pro¬ 
gress,  but  on  the  whole  the  record  is  one  of  advance.  It 
would  be  idle  to  deny  that  much  has  perished  in  the  process. 
But  few  things  are  more  futile  than  to  rail  against  the  course 
which  the  historical  past  has  taken  or  weep  over  it.  In  any 
case,  some  other  kind  of  development  would  have  been  worse. 
The  more  important  thing  is  the  future.  We  are  able  to  see 
further  than  our  predecessors,  since  we  can  climb  on  their 
shoulders.  Instead  of  resting  content  with  the  foundations 
nobly  laid  in  the  past,  we  must  build  a  greater  edifice  in 
harmony  with  ancient  endeavour  as  well  as  the  modern  outlook. 

anyone  ever  attain  it.  Nay,  even  if  a  man  happened  to  light  on  the  truth, 
he  would  not  know  that  he  did  so,  for  appearance  is  spread  over  all  things  ” 
(Gomperz  :  Greek  Thinkers,  vol.  i,  p.  164). 
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II 

The  Unity  of  all  Systems 

The  twin  strands  which  in  one  shape  or  another  run  through 
ail  the  efforts  of  the  Indian  thinkers  are  loyalty  to  tradition 
and  devotion  to  truth.  Every  thinker  recognises  that  the 
principles  of  his  predecessors  are  stones  built  into  the  spiritual 
fabric,  and,  if  they  are  traduced,  one’s  own  culture  is  defamed. 
A  progressive  people  with  a  rich  tradition  cannot  afford  to 
neglect  it,  though  it  may  contain  elements  which  are  not 
edifying.  The  thinkers  try  hard  to  explain,  allegorise,  alter 
and  expurgate  the  traditional  lore,  since  men's  emotions  are 
centred  round  it.  The  later  Indian  thinkers  justify  the 
different  philosophical  interpretations  of  the  universe  advanced 
by  the  earlier  ones,  and  regard  them  as  varying  approxima¬ 
tions  to  the  truth  as  a  whole.  The  different  views  are  not 
looked  upon  as  unrelated  adventures  of  the  human  mind  into 
the  realm  of  the  unknown  or  a  collection  of  philosophical 
curiosities.  They  are  regarded  as  the  expression  of  a  single 
mind,  which  has  built  up  the  great  temple,  though  it  is  divided 
into  numerous  walls  and  vestibules,  passages  and  pillars. 

Logic  and  science,  philosophy  and  religion  are  related 
organically.  Every  fresh  epoch  in  the  progress  of  thought 
has  been  inaugurated  by  a  reform  in  logic.  The  problem  of 
method,  involving  as  it  does  an  insight  into  the  nature  of 
human  thought,  is  of  great  value.  The  Nyaya  points  out 
that  no  stable  philosophy  can  be  built  except  on  the  founda¬ 
tions  of  logic.  The  Vaisesika  warns  us  that  all  fruitful  phil¬ 
osophy  must  take  into  account  the  constitution  of  physical 
nature.  We  cannot  build  in  the  clouds.  Though  physics  and 
metaphysics  are  clearly  distinct  and  cannot  be  blended,  still 
a  philosophic  scheme  must  be  in  harmony  with  the  results 
of  natural  science.  But  to  extend  to  the  universe  at  large 
what  is  true  of  the  physical  world  would  be  to  commit  the 
fallacy  of  scientific  metaphysics,  and  the  Samkhya  asks  us 
to  beware  of  that  danger.  The  resources  of  nature  cannot 
generate  consciousness.  We  cannot  reduce  nature  and  con¬ 
sciousness  the  one  to  the  other,  as  scientific  and  psychological 
metaphysics  attempt  to  do.  Reality  appears  not  only  in 
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science  and  in  human  life,  but  in  religious  experience,  which 
is  the  subject  matter  of  the  Yoga  system.  The  Purva  MImamsa 
and  the  Vedanta  lay  stress  on  ethics  and  religion.  The  relation 
between  nature  and  mind  is  the  supreme  problem  of  philosophy 
which  the  Vedanta  takes  up.  The  saying,  that  the  saints  do 
not  contradict  one  another,  is  true  of  philosophies  also.  The 
Nyaya-Vaisesika  realism,  the  Samkhya-Yoga  dualism  and  the 
Vedanta  monism  do  not  differ  as  true  and  false  but  as  more 
or  less  true.1  They  are  adapted  to  the  needs  of  the  slow- 
witted  (mandadhikari),  the  average  intellect  (madhyamad- 
hikari)  and  the  strong-minded  (uttamadhikari)  respectively. 
The  different  views  are  hewn  out  of  one  stone  and  belong  to 
one  whole,  integral,  entire  and  self-contained.  No  scheme  of 
the  universe  can  be  regarded  as  complete,  if  it  has  not  the 
different  sides  of  logic  and  physics,  psychology  and  ethics, 
metaphysics  and  religion.  Every  system  of  thought  developed 
in  India  offered  its  own  theory  of  knowledge,  interpretation 
of  nature  and  mind,  ethics  and  religion.  Our  knowledge  of 
the  universe  has  grown  enormously  under  the  guidance  of  the 
natural  sciences,  and  we  cannot  afford  to  be  satisfied  with  any 
restricted  outlook  on  life.  The  future  attempts  at  philosophic 
construction  will  have  to  relate  themselves  to  the  recent 
advances  of  natural  science  and  psychology. 


Ill 

Philosophy  and  Life 

Philosophy  has  for  its  function  the  ordering  of  life  and 
the  guidance  of  action.  It  sits  at  the  helm  and  directs  our 
course  through  the  changes  and  chances  of  the  world.  When 
philosophy  is  alive,  it  cannot  be  remote  from  the  life  of  the 
people.  The  ideas  of  thinkers  are  evolved  in  the  process  of 
their  life  history.  We  must  learn  not  only  to  reverence  them, 

1  Madhava  S.D.S.  ;  Madhusudana  Sarasvati’s  Prasthanabheda  ;  Vijnana- 
bhiksu’s  Introduction  to  S.P.B.  Cp.  Kant :  “  We  are  in  a  way  maintain¬ 
ing  the  honour  of  human  reason  when  we  reconcile  it  with  itself  in  the 
different  persons  of  acute  thinkers  and  discover  the  truth,  which  is  never 
entirely  missed  by  men  of  such  thoroughness,  even  if  they  directly  con¬ 
tradict  each  other”  (quoted  in  J.  Ward:  A  Study  of  Kant,  p.  n,  n.  i). 
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but  to  acquire  their  spirit.  The  names  of  Vasistha  and 
Visvamitra,  Yajnavalkya  and  GargI,  Buddha  and  Mahavlra, 
Gautama  and  Kanada,  Kapila  and  Patanjali,  Badarayana  and 
Jaimini,  Samkara  and  Ramanuja,  are  not  merely  themes  for 
the  historian  but  types  of  personality.  With  them  philosophy 
is  a  world-view  based  on  reflection  and  experience.  Thought, 
when  it  thinks  itself  out  to  the  end,  becomes  religion  by  being 
lived  and  tested  by  the  supreme  test  of  life.  The  discipline 
of  philosophy  is  at  the  same  time  the  fulfilment  of  a  religious 
vocation. 


IV 

The  Decline  of  Philosophy  in  the  Recent  Past 

The  evidence  brought  together  in  this  work  does  not 
support  the  general  criticism  that  the  Indian  mind  has  a 
fear  of  thinking.  We  cannot  dismiss  the  whole  progress  of 
Indian  thought  with  a  sapient  reference  to  the  oriental  mind, 
which  is  not  sufficiently  dry  and  virile  to  rise  above  grotesque 
imagination  and  puerile  mythology.  Yet  there  is  much  in 
the  thought-history  of  the  last  three  or  four  centuries  to  lend 
countenance  to  this  charge.  India  is  no  longer  playing  her 
historic  role  as  the  vanguard  of  higher  knowledge  in  Asia.1 
It  seems  to  some  that  the  river  that  has  flowed  down  the 
centuries  so  strong  and  full  is  likely  to  end  in  a  stagnant 
waste  of  waters.  The  philosophers,  or  rather  the  writers  on 
philosophy  of  this  period  of  decadence,  profess  to  be  votaries 

1  Regarding  China’s  debt  to  India,  Professor  Liang  Chi  Cho  says : 
“  India  taught  us  to  embrace  the  idea  of  absolute  freedom,  that  fundamental 
freedom  of  mind,  which  enables  it  to  shake  off  all  the  fetters  of  past  tradition 
and  habit  as  well  as  the  present  customs  of  a  particular  age — that  spiritual 
freedom  which  casts  off  the  enslaving  forces  of  material  existence.  .  .  . 
India  also  taught  us  the  idea  of  absolute  love,  that  pure  love  towards  all 
living  beings  which  eliminates  all  obsessions  of  jealousy,  anger,  impatience, 
disgust  and  emulation,  which  expresses  itself  in  deep  pity  and  sympathy 
for  the  foolish,  the  wicked  and  the  sinful — that  absolute  love  which  recognises 
the  inseparability  between  all  beings.”  He  goes  on  to  explain  the  con¬ 
tributions  of  India  to  Chinese  literature  and  art,  music  and  architecture, 
painting  and  sculpture,  drama,  poetry  and  fiction,  astronomy  and  medicine, 
educational  method  and  social  organisations.  See  Visvabharati  Quarterly, 
October  1924.  The  influence  of  India  on  Burma  and  Ceylon,  Japan  and 
Corea,  is  well  known. 
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of  truth,  though  they  understand  by  it  merely  the  pious 
sophistries  or  the  sacrosanct  hair-splittings  of  this  or  that 
school  of  dogmatics.  These  professional  dialecticians  imagine 
that  the  small  brook  by  their  side,  trickling  away  in  the  sand 
or  evaporating  in  the  fog,  is  the  broad  river  of  Indian 
philosophy. 

A  variety  of  causes  have  contributed  to  this  result.  The 
political  changes  brought  about  by  the  establishment  of  the 
Mohammadan  supremacy  turned  men’s  minds  into  conser¬ 
vative  moulds.  In  an  age  when  individual  self-assertion  and 
private  judgment  threatened  at  every  point  to  dissolve  into 
anarchy  the  old  social  order  and  all  stable  conviction,  the  need 
for  authoritative  control  was  urgently  felt.  The  Mohammadan 
conquest,  with  its  propagandist  work,  and  later  the  Christian 
missionary  movement,  attempted  to  shake  the  stability  of 
Hindu  society,  and  in  an  age  deeply  conscious  of  instability, 
authority  naturally  became  the  rock  on  which  alone  it  seemed 
that  social  safety  and  ethical  order  could  be  reared.  The 
Hindu,  in  the  face  of  the  clash  of  cultures,  fortified  himself 
with  conventions  and  barred  all  entry  to  invading  ideas.  His 
society,  mistrusting  reason  and  weary  of  argument,  flung  itself 
passionately  into  the  arms  of  an  authority  which  stamped  all 
free  questioning  as  sin.  Since  then  it  has  failed  in  loyalty 
to  its  mission.  There  were  no  longer  any  thinkers,  but  only 
scholars  who  refused  to  strike  new  notes,  and  were  content 
to  raise  echoes  of  the  old  call.  For  some  centuries  they  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  deceiving  themselves  with  a  supposedly  final  theory. 
Philosophy  became  confused  with  the  history  of  philosophy 
when  the  creative  spirit  had  left  her.  It  abdicated  its  function 
and  remained  wrapped  up  in  its  illusions.  When  it  ceased 
to  be  the  guide  and  the  guardian  of  the  general  reason,  it  did 
a  great  wrong  to  itself.  Many  believed  that  their  race  had 
travelled  long  and  far  towards  a  goal  at  which  it  had  at  length 
arrived.  They  felt  rather  tired  and  inclined  to  rest.  Even 
those  who  knew  that  they  had  not  arrived,  and  saw  th^  large 
tract  of  the  country  stretching  into  the  future,  were  afraid  of 
the  unknown  and  its  ordeals.  The  silences  and  the  eternities 
cannot  be- questioned  without  peril  by  the  weak  of  heart. 
The  dizziness  of  the  inquiry  into  the  infinite  is  a  vertigo  which 
sven  mighty  minds  try  to  avoid,  if  they  can.  The  strongest 
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of  human  forces  are  subject  to  intervals  of  lethargy,  and  the 
philosophic  impulse  has  ha.d  in  these  three  or  four  centuries  an 
attack  of  lethargy. 


V 

The  Present  Situation 

To-day  the  great  religions  of  the  world  and  the  different 
currents  of  thought  have  met  on  Indian  soil.  The  contact 
with  the  spirit  of  the  West  has  disturbed  the  placid  content¬ 
ment  of  recent  times.  The  assimilation  of  a  different  culture 
has  led  to  the  impression  that  there  are  no  official  answers  to 
ultimate  problems.  It  has  shaken  the  faith  in  the  traditional 
solutions,  and  has,  in  some  degree,  helped  to  a  larger  freedom 
and  flexibility  of  thought.  Tradition  has  become  fluid  again, 
and  while  some  thinkers  are  busy  rebuilding  the  house  on 
ancient  foundations,  others  want  to  remove  the  foundations 
altogether.  The  present  age  of  transition  is  as  full  of  interest 
as  of  anxiety. 

During  the  recent  past,  India  was  comfortably  moored  in 
a  backwater  outside  the  full  current  of  contemporary  thought, 
but  she  is  no  longer  isolated  from  the  rest  of  the  world.  The 
historian  of  three  or  four  centuries  hence  may  have  much  to 
say  on  the  issues  of  the  intercourse  between  India  and  Europe, 
but  as  yet  they  lie  hidden  from  our  view.  So  far  as  India 
is  concerned,  we  notice  the  broadening  of  men’s  range  of 
experience,  the  growth  of  the  critical  temper  and  a  sort  of 
distaste  for  mere  speculation. 

But  there  is  another  side  to  the  picture.  In  the  field  of 
thought,  as  well  as  in  that  of  action,  the  spirit  of  man  is 
doomed  to  decay  as  much  in  anarchy  as  in  bondage.  There  is 
not  much  to  choose  between  the  two,  so  far  as  culture  and  civili¬ 
sation  are  concerned  Anarchy  may  mean  material  discomfort, 
economic  ruin  and  social  danger  and  bondage  material  comfort, 
economic  stability  and  social  peace.  But  it  would  be  incorrect 
to  confuse  the  standards  of  civilisation  with  economic  welfare 
and  maintenance  of  social  order.  It  is  easy  to  understand 
the  feeling  of  the  Indians  of  the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  who  after  generations  of  public  strife  and  private 
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suffering  welcomed  the  British  rule  as  the  dawn  of  a  golden 
age  ;  but  it  should  be  equally  easy  to  sympathise  with  the 
Indian  feeling  of  the  present  day  that  the  spirit  of  man  craves, 
not  comfort,  but  happiness,  not  peace  and  order,  but  life  and 
liberty,  not  economic  stability  or  equitable  administration, 
but  the  right  to  work  out  one’s  own  salvation  even  at  the 
cost  of  infinite  toil  and  tribulation.  Even  non-political  virtues 
do  not  thrive  in  the  absence  of  political  autonomy.  British 
rule  has  given  India  peace  and  security,  but  they  are  not  ends 
in  themselves  If  we  are  to  put  first  things  first,  then  we 
must  admit  that  economic  stability  and  political  security  are 
only  means,  however  valuable  and  necessary,  to  spiritual 
freedom.  A  bureaucratic  despotism  which  forgets  the  spiritual 
ends,  for  all  its  integrity  and  enlightenment,  cannot  invigorate 
the  peoples  beneath  her  sway,  and  cannot  therefore  evoke  any 
living  response  in  them.  When  the  founts  of  life  are  drying 
up,  when  the  ideals  for  which  the  race  stood  for  millenniums, 
the  glow  of  consciousness,  the  free  exercise  of  faculty,  the  play 
of  life,  the  pleasure  of  mind  and  the  fulness  of  peace,  pranara- 
mam,  mana-anandam,  santi-samrddham,  are  decaying,  it  is 
no  wonder  that  the  Indian  is  conscious  only  of  the  crushing 
burden  and  not  of  the  lifted  weight.  It  is  no  use  speaking 
to  him  of  the  magnitude  of  Britain’s  work,  for  the  verdict 
of  history  is  passed  on  the  spiritual  quality  of  the  achieve¬ 
ment.  If  the  leaders  of  recent  generations  have  been  content 
to  be  mere  echoes  of  the  past  and  not  independent  voices,  if 
they  have  been  intellectual  middlemen  and  not  original 
thinkers,  this  sterility  is  to  no  small  extent  due  to  the  shock 
of  the  Western  spirit  and  the  shame  of  subjection.  The 
British  are  aware  of  the  deep-rooted  causes  of  the  present 
attitude  of  India,  whatever  it  may  be  called,  unrest,  revolt  or 
challenge.  They  tried  to  bring  their  civilisation,  which  they 
naturally  regard  as  higher,  to  touch  the  Indians,  and  they  felt 
that  they  should  press  on  in  the  task  of  enlightenment  and 
education,  good  in  themselves,  without  any  hesitation  or 
cessation  of  effort.  But  India  has  no  sympathy  with  this 
policy  of  cultural  imperialism.  She  tenaciously  clings  to  her 
ancient  customs  which  helped  her  to  check  the  swell  of  passion, 
the  blindness  of  temper  and  the  thrust  of  desire.  One  who 
is  acquainted  with  the  history  of  her  past  can  sympathise 
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with  her  anxiety  to  dwell  in  her  own  spiritual  house,  for 
“  each  man  is  the  master  of  his  own  house.”  1  Political  sub¬ 
jection  which  interferes  with  this  inner  freedom  is  felt  as  a 
gross  humiliation.  The  cry  for  swaraj  is  the  outer  expression 
of  the  anxiety  to  preserve  the  provinces  of  the  soul. 

Yet  the  future  is  full  of  promise.  If  India  gains  freedom 
within,  then  the  Western  spirit  will  be  a  great  help  to  the 
Indian  mind.  Hindu  thought  never  developed  a  Monroe 
doctrine  in  matters  of  culture.  Even  in  the  ancient  times 
when  India  grew  enough  spiritual  food  to  satisfy  her  own 
people,  there  is  no  recorded  age  when  she  was  not  ready  and 
eager  to  appreciate  the  products  of  other  people’s  imagination. 
In  her  great  days  India  conformed  to  the  wisdom  of  the 
Athenians,  of  whom  Pericles  said :  “We  listen  gladly  to  the 
opinions  of  others  and  do  not  turn  sour  faces  on  those  who 
disagree  with  us.”  Our  fear  of  outside  influence  is  propor¬ 
tioned  to  our  own  weakness  and  want  of  faith  in  ourselves. 
To-day,  it  is  true,  we  bear  lines  of  sorrow  in  our  face  and  our 
hair  is  grey  with  age.  The  thoughtful  among  us  have  a 
brooding  uneasiness  of  soul,  some  are  even  steeped  in  pessimism, 
and  so  have  become  intellectual  hermits.  The  non-co-opera¬ 
tion  with  Western  culture  is  a  passing  episode  due  to  unnatural 
circumstances.  In  spite  of  it,  there  are  attempts  to  under¬ 
stand  and  appreciate  the  spirit  of  Western  culture.  If  India 
assimilates  the  valuable  elements  in  the  Western  civilisation, 
it  will  be  only  a  repetition  of  parallel  processes  which  happened 
a  number  of  times  in  the  history  of  Indian  thought. 

Those  who  are  untouched  by  the  Western  influence  are 
for  a  large  part  intellectual  and  moral  aristocrats,  who  are 
indifferent  to  political  issues,  and  adopt  a  gospel  not  of  confi¬ 
dent  hope  but  of  resignation  and  detachment.  They  think 
that  they  have  little  to  learn  or  to  unlearn,  and  that  they  do 
their  duty  with  their  gaze  fixed  on  the  eternal  dharma  of  the 
past.  They  realise  that  other  forces  are  at  work,  which  they 
cannot  check  or  control,  and  ask  us  to  face  the  storms  and 
disillusionment  of  life  with  the  unruffled  calm  of  self-respect. 
This  was  the  class  which  in  better  times  was  more  elastic  and 
was  ever  renewing  the  attempts  to  reconcile  rational  phi¬ 
losophy  with  revealed  religion.  It  had  always  explained  and 
1  Sarvas  sve  sve  grhe  raja.  Every  man  is  the  lord  in  his  own  house. 
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defended  the  faith  in  the  face  of  heretics  and  unbelievers, 
and  had  recourse  to  the  allegorical  method  as  the  instru¬ 
ment  of  theological  interpretation.  Religion,  for  it,  embraced 
within  its  scope  the  whole  nature  of  man,  his  intelligence  as 
much  as  his  practical  and  emotional  aspirations.  If  to-day 
the  representatives  of  the  ancient  learning  had  the  inspiration 
of  the  past,  they  would,  instead  of  non-co-operating  with 
other  forces,  build  a  fresh  scheme  with  originality  and  freedom 
and  in  the  strength  of  the  legacy  of  ancient  wisdom.  But 
they  have  an  exaggerated  respect  for  authority  in  thought 
and  action,  in  things  spiritual  and  things  secular,  and  have 
thus  exposed  themselves  to  the  charges  of  mental  servility 
and  obscurantism.  While,  in  pre-Mohammadan  times,  appeal 
to  authority  was  no  bar  to  intellectual  independence,  and 
while  men  were  able  and  ready  to  offer  rational  grounds  for 
allegiance  to  the  authorities  of  their  choice,  be  they  the  Vedas 
or  the  Agamas,  and  while  authority  was  made  to  speak  in  the 
voice  of  reason  by  means  of  a  critical  selection  and  philosophical 
interpretation,  now  reverence  for  authority  has  become  the 
imprisonment  of  the  human  spirit.  To  question  the  belief 
of  the  scriptures  is  to  question  the  authority  of  the  great 
dead.  To  accept  them  is  a  sign  of  loyalty.  Inquiry  and 
doubt  are  silenced  by  the  citation  of  ancient  texts,  scientific 
truths  are  slighted,  if  they  cannot  be  fitted  into  the  procrustean 
bed  of  established  belief.  Passivity,  docility  and  acquiescence 
become  the  primary  intellectual  virtues.  No  wonder  the  philo¬ 
sophical  writings  of  recent  times  are  far  below  the  level  of 
the  best  work  of  the  past  ages.  If  thought  had  been  less  strained, 
it  would  have  been  more  spacious. 

The  thinkers  of  India  are  the  inheritors  of  the  great 
tradition  of  faith  in  reason.  The  ancient  seers  desired  not  to 
copy  but  to  create.  They  were  ever  anxious  to  win  fresh  fields 
for  truth  and  answer  the  riddles  of  experience,  which  is  ever 
changing  and  therefore  new.  The  richness  of  the  inheritance 
never  served  to  enslave  their  minds.  We  cannot  simply  copy 
the  solutions  of  the  past,  for  history  never  repeats  itself. 
What  they  did  in  their  generation  need  not  be  done  over 
again.  We  have  to  keep  our  eyes  open,  find  out  our  problems 
and  seek  the  inspiration  of  the  past  in  solving  them.  The 
spirit  of  truth  never  clings  to  its  forms  but  ever  renews  them. 
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Even  the  old  phrases  are  used  in  a  new  way.  The  philosophy 
of  the  present  will  be  relevant  to  the  present  and  not  to  the 
past.  It  will  be  as  original  in  its  form  and  its  content  as  the 
life  which  it  interprets.  As  the  present  is  continuous  with 
the  past,  so  there  will  be  no  breach  of  continuity  with  the  past. 

One  of  the  arguments  of  the  conservatives  is  that  truth 
is  not  affected  by  time.  It  cannot  be  superseded,  any 
more  than  the  beauty  of  the  sunset  or  a  mother’s  love  for  a 
child.  Truth  may  be  immutable,  but  the  form  in  which  it  is 
embodied  consists  of  elements  which  admit  of  change.  We 
may  take  our  spirit  from  the  past,  for  the  germinal  ideas  are 
yet  vital,  but  the  body  and  the  pulse  must  be  from  the  present. 
It  is  forgotten  that  religion,  as  it  is  to-day,  is  itself  the  product 
of  ages  of  change  ;  and  there  is  no  reason  why  its  forms 
should  not  undergo  fresh  changes  so  long  as  the  spirit  demands 
it.  It  is  possible  to  remain  faithful  to  the  letter  and  yet 
pervert  the  whole  spirit.  If  the  Hindu  leaders  of  two  thousand 
years  ago,  who  had  less  learning  and  more  light,  could  come 
on  earth  again  after  all  these  centuries,  they  would  seldom 
find  their  true  followers  among  those  who  have  never  deviated 
from  the  most  literal  interpretations  of  their  views.1  To-day 
a  great  mass  of*  accretions  have  accumulated,  which  are 
choking  up  the  stream  and  the  free  life  of  spirit.  To  say  that 
the  dead  forms,  which  have  no  vital  truth  to  support  them, 
are  too  ancient  and  venerable  to  be  tampered  with,  only 
prolongs  the  suffering  of  the  patient  who  is  ailing  from  the 
poison  generated  by  the  putrid  waste  of  the  past.  The  con¬ 
servative  mind  must  open  itself  to  the  necessity  of  change. 
Since  it  is  not  sufficiently  alive  to  this  need,  we  find  in  the 
realm  of  philosophy  a  strange  mixture  of  penetrating  sagacity 
and  unphilosophical  confusion.  The  chief  energies  of  the 
thinking  Indians  should  be  thrown  into  the  problems  of  how 
to  disentangle  the  old  faith  from  its  temporary  accretions, 
how  to  bring  religion  into  line  with  the  spirit  of  science,  how 

1  Cp.  Aurobindo  Ghosh  :  “  If  an  ancient  Indian  of  the  time  of  the 

Upanisad,  of  the  Buddha,  or  the  later  classical  age  were  to  be  set  down  in 
modem  India  ...  he  would  see  his  race  clinging  to  forms  and  shells  and  rags 
of  the  past  and  missing  nine-tenths  of  its  nobler  meaning  ...  he  would  be 
amazed  by  the  extent  of  the  mental  poverty,  the  immobility,  the  static 
repetition,  the  cessation  of  science,  the  long  sterility  of  art,  the  comparative 
feebleness  of  the  creative  intuition  ”  {Ary a,  v.  p.  424). 
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to  meet  and  interpret  the  claims  of  temperament  and  indi¬ 
viduality,  how  to  organise  the  divergent  influences  on  the 
basis  of  the  ancient  faith.  But,  unfortunately,  some  of  the 
parisads  are  engaged  not  with  these  problems  but  those 
suited  for  the  society  of  Antiquarians.  It  has  become  the 
tilting-ground  of  the  specialists.  The  religious  education  of 
the  nation  is  not  undertaken  on  broad  lines.  It  is  not  seen 
that  the  spiritual  inheritance  cannot  be  any  longer  the 
monopoly  of  a  favoured  few.  Ideas  are  forces,  and  they  must 
be  broadcasted,  if  the  present  ageing  to  death  is  to  be  averted. 
It  would  be  indeed  strange  if  the  spirit  of  the  Upanisads,  the 
Gita  and  the  Dialogues  of  Buddha,  that  could  touch  the  mind 
to  such  fine  issues,  should  have  lost  its  power  over  man.  If, 
before  it  is  too  late,  there  is  a  reorganisation  of  national  life, 
there  is  a  future  for  Indian  thought ;  and  one  cannot  tell 
what  flowers  may  yet  bloom,  what  fruits  may  yet  ripen  on 
the  hardy  old  trees. 

While  those  who  have  not  yet  been  subjected  to  the 
influence  of  Western  culture  are  conservatives  in  all  matters 
of  thought  and  practice,  there  are  some  among  those 
educated  in  Western  ways  of  thinking  who  adopt  a 
despairing  philosophy  of  naturalistic  rationalism  and  ask 
us  to  get  rid  of  the  weight  of  the  past.  These  are  in¬ 
tolerant  of  tradition  and  suspicious  of  the  alleged  wisdom 
of  age.  This  attitude  of  the  “  progressives  ”  is  easily  under¬ 
stood.  The  spiritual  heritage  of  the  race  has  not  protected 
India  from  the  invader  and  the  spoiler.  It  seems  to  have 
played  her  false  and  betrayed  her  into  the  present  state  of 
subjection.  These  patriots  are  eager  to  imitate  the  material 
achievements  of  Western  states,  and  tear  up  the  roots  of  the 
ancient  civilisation,  so  as  to  make  room  for  the  novelties 
imported  from  the  West.  Till  the  other  day  Indian  thought 
was  not  a  subject  of  study  in  the  Indian  Universities,  and  even 
now  its  place  in  the  philosophical  curricula  of  the  Universities 
is  insignificant.  Suggestions  of  the  inferiority  of  Indian 
culture  permeate  the  whole  educational  atmosphere.  The 
policy  inaugurated  by  Macaulay,  with  all  its  cultural  value, 
is  loaded  on  one  side.  While  it  is  so  careful  as  not  to  make 
us  forget  the  force  and  vitality  of  Western  culture,  it  has  not 
helped  us  to  love  our  own  culture  and  refine  it  where  necessary. 
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In  some  cases,  Macaulay’s  wish  is  fulfilled,  and  we  have 
educated  Indians  who  are  “  more  English  than  the  English 
themselves,”  to  quote  his  well-known  words.  Naturally 
some  of  these  are  not  behind  the  hostile  foreign  critic  in  their 
estimate  of  the  history  of  Indian  culture.  They  look  upon 
India’s  cultural  evolution  as  one  dreary  scene  of  discord,  folly 
and  superstition.  One  of  their  number  recently  declared  that, 
if  India  is  to  thrive  and  flourish,  England  must  be  her 
“  spiritual  mother  ”  and  Greece  her  “  spiritual  grandmother.” 
Albeit,  since  he  has  no  faith  in  religion,  he  does  not  propose 
the  displacement  of  Hinduism  by  Christianity.  These  victims 
of  the  present  age  of  disillusion  and  defeat  tell  us  that  the  love 
of  Indian  thought  is  a  nationalist  foible,  if  not  a  pose  of  the 
highbrows. 

It  is  a  bewildering  phenomenon  that,  just  when  India  is 
ceasing  to  appear  grotesque  to  Western  eyes,  she  is  beginning 
to  appear  so  to  the  eyes  of  some  of  her  own  sons.  The  West 
tried  its  best  to  persuade  India  that  its  philosophy  is  absurd, 
its  art  puerile,  its  poetry  uninspired,  its  religion  grotesque 
and  its  ethics  barbarous.  Now  that  the  West  is  feeling  that 
its  judgment  is  not  quite  correct,  some  of  us  are  insisting  that 
it  was  wholly  right.  While  it  is  true  that  it  is  difficult  in  an 
age  of  reflection  to  push  men  back  into  an  earlier  stage  of 
culture  and  save  them  from  the  dangers  of  doubt  and  the 
disturbing  power  of  dialectic,  we  should  not  forget  that  we 
can  build  better  on  foundations  already  laid  than  by  attempt¬ 
ing  to  substitute  a  completely  new  structure  of  morality,  of 
life  and  of  ethics.  We  cannot  cut  ourselves  off  from  the 
springs  of  our  life.  Philosophical  schemes,  unlike  geometrical 
constructions,  are  the  products  of  life.  The  heritage  of  our 
history  is  the  food  that  we  have  to  absorb  on  pain  of  inanition. 

The  conservatives  are  convinced  of  the  glory  of  the  ancient 
heritage  and  the  godlessness  of  modern  culture  ;  the  radicals 
are  equally  certain  of  the  futility  of  the  ancient  heritage  and 
the  value  of  naturalistic  rationalism.  There  is  much  to  be 
said  for  these  views  ;  but  the  history  of  Indian  thought,  when 
rightly  studied,  will  lead  us  to  regard  the  two  as  equally 
defective.  Those  who  condemn  Indian  culture  as  useless  are 
ignorant  of  it,  while  those  who  commend  it  as  perfect  are 
ignorant  of  any  other.  The  radicals  and  the  conservatives, 
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who  stand  for  the  new  hope  and  the  old  learning,  must  come 
closer  and  understand  each  other.  We  cannot  live  by  our¬ 
selves  in  a  world  where  aircraft  and  steamships,  railways  and 
telegraphs  are  linking  all  men  together  into  a  living  whole 
Our  system  of  thought  must  act  and  react  on  the  world  pro¬ 
gress.  Stagnant  systems,  like  pools,  breed  obnoxious  growths, 
while  flowing  rivers  constantly  renew  their  waters  from  fresh 
springs  of  inspiration.  There  is  nothing  wrong  in  absorbing 
the  culture  of  other  peoples  ;  only  we  must  enhance,  raise 
and  purify  the  elements  we  take  over,  fuse  them  with  the 
best  in  our  own.  The  right  procedure  regarding  the  fusing, 
together  of  the  different  elements  tossed  from  outside  into 
the  national  crucible,  is  indicated  roughly  in  the  writings  of 
Gandhi  and  Tagore,  Aurobindo  Ghosh  and  Bhagavan  Das. 
In  them  we  see  the  faint  promise  of  a  great  future,  some 
signs  of  a  triumph  over  scholasticism,  as  well  as  a  response 
to  the  discovery  of  a  great  culture.  While  drawing  upon  the 
fountains  of  humanist  idealism  in  India’s  past,  they  show  a 
keen  appreciation  of  Western  thought.  They  are  anxious  to 
reseek  the  ancient  fountain-head  and  direct  its  waters  to 
irrigate,  through  pure  and  uncontaminated  conduits,  lands 
which  hunger  and  thirst.  But  the  future  which  we  wish  to 
see  is  practically  non-existent.  With  the  slackening  of  the 
political  excitement,  which  is  absorbing  the  energies  of  some 
of  the  best  minds  of  India,  with  the  increasing  insistence  on 
the  study  of  Indian  thought  in  the  new  Universities,  which 
the  old  ones  are  following  most  reluctantly,  the  dawn  may 
break.  The  forces  of  the  conservatism,  which  prefers  the  life 
that  was  to  the  life  that  will  be,  are  not  likely  to  gain  any 
strength  in  the  days  to  come. 

The  problem  facing  Indian  Philosophy  to-day  is  whether 
it  is  to  be  reduced  to  a  cult,  restricted  in  scope  and  with  no 
application  to  the  present  facts,  or  whether  it  is  to  be  made 
alive  and  real,  so  as  to  become  what  it  should  be,  one  of  the 
great  formative  elements  in  human  progress,  by  relating 
the  immensely  increased  knowledge  of  modern  science  to  the 
ancient  ideals  of  India’s  philosophers.  All  signs  indicate  that 
the  future  is  bound  up  with  the  latter  alternative.  Loyalty 
to  the  spirit  of  the  previous  systems  of  thought,  as  well  as 
the  mission  of  philosophy,  requires  us  to  possess  an  outlook 
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that  always  broadens.  Indian  philosophy  acquires  a  meaning 
and  a  justification  for  the  present  only  if  it  advances  and 
ennobles  life.  The  past  course  of  Indian  philosophic  develop¬ 
ment  encourages  us  in  our  hope.  The  great  thinkers, 
Yajnavalkya  and  Gargi,  Buddha  and  Mahavlra,  Gautama 
and  Kapila,  Samkara  and  Ramanuja,  Madhva  and  Vallabha, 
and  scores  of  others  are  India’s  grandest  title  to  existence,  a 
clear  testimony  of  her  dignity  as  a  nation  with  a  soul,  the 
proof  that  she  may  yet  rise  above  herself  and  the  pledge  of 
this  supreme  possibility. 


NOTES 


CHAPTER  I 

Page  16. — Panini  derives  the  words  astika,  nastika  and  daistika 
in  the  sutra  astinasti  distam  matih.  An  astika  is  one  who  believes 
in  a  transcendent  world  (astiparalokah) ;  a  nastika  is  one  who  dis¬ 
believes  in  it  (nastiparalokah) .  A  sort  of  fatalist  is  a  daistika. 

Page  1 8,  Note  2. — See  Nyayakoka. 

Page  20,  Note  4. — In  the  Tamil  work  Manimekhalai,  Lokayata, 
Bauddha,  Sarhkhya,  Nyaya,  Vai&esika  and  Mimamsa  are  regarded  as 
orthodox.  See  S.  Krishnaswamy  Aiyangar:  Manimekhalai,  p.  xxi. 

Page  25,  Line  20. — The  Vai&esika  accepts  only  perception  and 
inference. 


CHAPTER  II 

Page  34,  Note  5. — Aksapadat  purvam  krito  vedapramanya  ni£caya 
asit;  jaimineh  purvam  kena  vedartho  vyakhyatah;  panineh  purvam 
kena  padani  vyutpaditani ;  pingalat  purvam  kena  cchandamsi  racitani. 
Nyayamanjari,  p.  5. 

Page  39. — For  a  short  account  of  Buddhist  logic  before  Dignaga, 
see  Professor  Tucci’s  article  on  the  subject,  J.R.A.S.,  July  1929. 

See  also  J.R.A.S.,  January  1928,  Is  Nyayapravesa  by  Dignaga? 

Page  40. — Pandit  Gopinath  Kaviraj  argues  that  Bhasavarjna’s 
rejection  of  upamana  (comparison)  as  a  pram  ana  or  means  of  know¬ 
ledge  is  due  to  the  influence  of  the  Yoga  system.  His  acceptance  of 
kriyayoga  consisting  of  tapas,  svadhyaya  and  other  typical  yogic 
sadhanas  as  yama,  niyama,  etc.,  supports  this  opinion.  The  classifica¬ 
tion  of  prameyas  into  heya,  tannivartaka,  atyantikahana  and  hano- 
paya  suggests  Y.S.,  ii.  16-17,  25-26.  While  the  early  Nyaya  writers 
Gautama,  Vatsyayana,  Uddyotakara  do  not  recognise  yogipratyaksa, 
Bhasarvajna  admits  it.  Yogipratyaksam  desakalasvabhava  vipra 
krstarthagrahakam.  Bhasarvajna’s  view  of  Isvara  (God)  is  strikingly 
similar  to  the  yogic  view. 

Bhasarvajna  wrote  also  a  commentary  on  Nyayasara  called 
Nydyabhusana. 

Bhasarvajna’s  Nyayasara  with  Vasudeva’s  Nyayasarapadapancikd 
is  edited  by  M.  M.  Vasudeva  Sastri  Abhyankar  and  Professor  Devadhar. 
Poona,  1922. 

Page  43. — The  terms  pramana,  prameya,  etc.,  are  used  ordinarily 
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with  reference  to  valid  knowledge  and  not  all  knowledge.  In  the  latter 
case  jnana  and  jneya  seem  to  be  better. 

Page  48. — Pratyaksa  derived  from  prati  and  aksa  or  aksi,  present 
to  the  sense  organ  or  the  eye,  is  opposed  to  paroksa  or  away  from  the 
sense  organ  or  the  eye.  The  former  is  immediate  and  the  latter 
mediate. 

Page  48,  Note. — See  Tarkasamgrahadipika,  p.  7.  Bombay  Skt. 
Series. 

Page  50. — There  is  no  contact  of  the  manas  directly  with  the 
object  except  when  the  object  is  an  internal  state  like  pleasure,  pain 
and  such  like. 

Page  55. — For  the  Buddhists,  the  senses  are  the  sense  orifices; 
for  the  Mlmamsakas  the  senses  are  the  peculiar  power;  others  hold 
that  it  is  neither  the  visible  organ  nor  the  peculiar  power,  but  is  a 
different  substance  which  has  its  locus  in  the  visible  sense  organ. 
Golakamatraniti  sugatah,  tacchaktya  iti  mimamsakah,  tadvyatiriktani 
dravyantaranity  anye  sarve  vadinah.  Vivaranaprameyasariigraha, 
p.  185.  Snakes  hear,  though  they  have  no  visible  sense  organs.  The 
sense  consists  of  a  subtle  substance  the  quality  of  which  is  sensed 
by  it.  The  eye  which  senses  form  is  composed  of  the  same  substance 
as  light  whose  form  it  perceives.  The  nose  which  senses  smell  is 
composed  of  earth  even  as  smell  is  a  quality  of  earth.  ( Ibid ., 
pp.  185-7.) 

According  to  the  Advaita  Vedanta,  the  senses  are  prapyakari, 
i.e.  come  into  actual  contact  with  the  objects  (see  Vivaranaprameya- 
samgraha,  p.  187).  If  senses  could  perceive  objects  without  coming 
into  contact  with  them,  we  should  be  able  to  perceive  the  taste  of 
distant  objects.  If  it  is  said  that  the  visual  and  the  auditory  senses 
at  any  rate  can  apprehend  objects  without  coming  into  actual  contact 
with  them,  we  should  then  be  able  to  apprehend  sights  and  sounds 
after  they  have  vanished.  So  it  is  argued  that  the  senses  act  only  by 
coming  into  contact  with  their  objects. 

The  senses  are  not  the  visible  organs,  but  subtle  material  substances 
which  are  able  to  travel  outwards  with  lightning  rapidity.  Sounds 
do  not  travel  to  the  ear  as  the  Nyaya  holds,  but  the  imperceptible 
sense  goes  out  to  the  object  producing  the  sound.  Sabdasya  ca 
vicisantanavat  paramparaya  &rotrasamavayah  praptir  iti  yat  tarkikair 
ucyate  tad  asat;  tatha  satiha  6rotra  £abda  iti  pratiyeta,  pratiyatc  tu 
tatra  6abda  iti  {ibid.).  That  is  why  we  perceive  distant  sounds  and 
not  auditory  impressions.  Our  organs  approach  the  objects  and  not 
the  objects  the  organs. 

Page  57,  Note  3. 

Trilocanagurun  nitamarganugamanonmukhaih 
yathamanam  yathavastu  vyakhyatam  idam  idr£am. 

N.V.T.T.,  i.  i.  4. 

Page  59. — Namajatyadiyojanarahitam  vai£istyanavagahi  nispra- 
karakam  pratyaksam  nirvikalpakam.  Gange§a  in  Cintamani.  Bhima- 
carya’s  Nydyakoka. 
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ViSesanaviSesyasambandhanavagahi  jnanam.  Annam  Bhatta’s 
T  arkasamgrahadipika. 

Page  67. — According  to  Buddhist  idealism,  cognition  and  its  object 
are  known  together.  “  As  blue  and  the  consciousness  of  blue  are  in¬ 
variably  known  together,  one  is  not  different  from  the  other.”  S.D.S. 

For  the  Advaita  criticism  of  the  Nyaya  view,  see  Vivaranaprameya- 
samgraha,  p.  55. 

Page  69. — Locanagocare’pi  kundakusume  tadavisayagandhavi£esite 
jnanam  evam  bahyendriyadvarakagrahanam  aghatamanam  iti  mana- 
sam  eva  surabhikusumam  iti  jnanam.  Nyayamanjari,  p.  461. 

For  yogaj adharmalaksana,  see  Prameyakamalamartanda,  p.  67. 

Pratigata  abhijnam  iti  pratyabhijna. 

AtikrantakalaviSesita  purvavarti  sthambhadipadarthavisayam 
indriyadi  sannikarsotpannam  evedam  pratyabhijna  jnanam  iti  siddham. 
Nyayamanjari,  p.  461. 

Page  70. — Atitavacchinnavastu  grahanam  pratyabhijnanam 
( Saptapadarthi ,  167).  Recognition  is  the  apprehension  of  a  thing 
qualified  by  the  idea  of  being  past. 

According  to  Tarkabhasa  (50),  purvavasthanubhavajanitasamskara- 
s  ahakrtendriy apr abha va  praty abhi j  n  a . 

Page  71. — The  earlier  Naiyayikas  regarded  dreams  as  presentations 
(anubhava)  and  not  remembrance  (smrti).  See  N.S.,  iii.  1.  14; 
iv.  2.  34-35;  N.B.,  i.  1.  16;  and  N.V.,  p.  79,  Kanada  and  later 
Naiyayikas,  like  Bhasarvajna  and  Jayanta,  look  upon  dreams  as 
representative.  Udayana  does  not  identify  dream  states  with  recol¬ 
lections.  See  Kiranavali,  p.  275.  §amkara  refers  to  the  view  that 
the  dreams  produced  by  spells,  deities,  and  particular  kinds  of  sub¬ 
stances  possess  some  truth.  Mantra  devata  dravya  visesanimitta£  ca 
kecit  svapnas  satyarthagandhino  bhavanti.  S.B.,  iii.  2.  4. 

Page  72. — See  Dream  Theory  in  Indian  Thought ,  by  Umesa  Misra. 
Allahabad  Univ.  Studies,  Vol.  V. 

Page  95. — The  material  cause  (upadanakarana)  is  one  with  the 
inherent  cause  (samavayi  karana) ,  when  we  refer  to  things  as  produced, 
but  in  the  case  of  guna  or  quality  and  karma  or  activity  the  inherent 
cause  is  not  the  material  one.  In  the  case  of  a  white  cloth,  the 
inherent  cause  of  whiteness  is  the  cloth,  which  is  not,  however,  its 
material  cause. 

Page  122. — In  the  persistent  knowledge  of  the  same  object  (dhara- 
vahikajnana),  as  when  we  notice  a  table  for  a  few  moments  continuously, 
is  one’s  knowledge  of  the  second  moment  the  same  as  one’s  knowledge 
of  the  first?  It  is  argued  by  some  that  the  two  are  not  the  same. 
Knowledge  varies  each  moment  even  as  the  object  varies  its  character 
each  moment  in  its  space-time  setting.  The  Naiyayika  objects  to 
this  on  the  ground  that  the  moments  of  our  experience  are  not  dis¬ 
tinguished  by  our  consciousness.  What  we  perceive  is  not  an  atomic 
moment  but  a  stretch  of  time.  Ksananam  atmdriyatvat  sthulopadhim 
adaya  vartamanatvagrahanat  (Tattvacintamahi ,  p.  380).  The  moments 
are  products  of  logical  analysis  and  not  facts  of  observation.  While 
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persistent  knowledge  depends  on  objective  conditions,  memory  know¬ 
ledge  depends  on  previous  experience. 

Page  127. — When  we  apprehend  the  colour  blue,  there  does  not 
follow  an  apprehension  of  the  validity  of  the  cognition  of  “  blue.” 

Na  hi  nilasamvitprasavasamanantaram  yathartheyam  nllasamvitiriti 
samvedanantaramutpadayamanam  anubhuyate.  Nyayamanjari,  p.  168. 

Page  128. — The  Buddhists  who  hold  that  both  knowledge  and  its 
objects  are  momentary  cannot  adopt  the  realist  criterion  of  conformity 
to  the  nature  of  the  object,  since  the  object  vanishes  as  soon  as  it  is 
known. 

Page  131,  Note  2. — Cf.  Plato’s  Theaetetus. 

Page  132. — Suktitvaprakarikavidya  cakacakyadi  sadr£ya  samdar- 
6ana  samudbodhita  rajatasamskara  saddhncina  kacadidosa  sama- 
vahita  rajataruparthakarena  rajatajnanabhasakarena  ca  parinamate. 
Vedantaparibhasa,  I. 

Page  148. — Souls  are  active  only  in  a  secondary  sense  in  the  Nyaya. 
There  can  be  no  parinama  and  even  parispanda  is  inadmissible  for  an 
all-pervading  soul. 

Page  164,  Note  2. — See  also  Syadvddamanjari  and  Raja£ekhara's 
Saddarsanasamuccaya,  23. 


CHAPTER  III 

Page  1 81. — Pandit  Mi£ra  thinks  that  Lllavatl  belongs  to  the  twelfth 
century  a. d.  See  J.B.O.R.S.,  p.  158. 

Page  189. — While  the  Nyaya  regards  the  soul  as  the  object  of 
mental  perception  (manasapratyaksa  visaya.  Bhasapariccheda,  5 0-51), 
the  Vai£esika  makes  it  an  object  of  inference  (anumanagamya.  V.S., 
viii.  1.  2). 

Page  199. — The  Mlmansakas  do  not  believe  in  the  theory  of  cycles. 

Page  209,  Note  3. 

Vyakter  abhedas  tulyatvam  samkarothanavasthitih 
Rupahanir  asambandho  jatibadhaka  samgrahah. 

Page  216,  Note  3. — Five  kinds  of  ayutasiddhi  are  admitted: 
Avayavavayavinau,  gunaguninau,  kriyakriyavantau,  jativyakti,  vi6e- 
sanityadravyeceti.  See  Nyayakota. 

Page  230. — Kala,  akaia  and  dik  have  no  generic  quality. 

Page  254. — An  excellent  edition  of  S.K.,  with  Introduction,  English 
Translation,  and  Notes  by  S.  S.  Suryanarayana  Sastri,  is  published 
by  the  University  of  Madras. 


CHAPTER  IV 

Page  258. — Dharmaparinama  is  the  name  applied  to  a  mode. 
A  ghata  (jar  or  ghatakara  as  it  is  called)  is  a  dharmaparinama  of  clay, 
even  as  clay  is  of  prthivi  (earth) . 


NOTES 


Page  271,  Note  3. — The  Chandogya  Upanisad  refers  to  three 
bhutas,  and  Samkara  in  his  commentary  on  vi.  4  speaks  of  trivrt- 
karana.  Pancikarana  is  not  known  to  the  older  Upanisads,  though 
the  Taittiriya  speaks  of  five  bhutas.  It  is  not  mentioned  by  Bada- 
rayana  or  Samkara,  though  later  commentators  like  Anandajnana 
refer  to  it.  See  his  gloss  on  B.S.,  ii.  4.  20. 

Page  277. — Parispanda  is  change  of  place  as  distinguished  from 
parinama  or  change  of  form.  The  former  applies  only  to  manifested 
(vyakta)  tattvas. 

Page  294. — Arthakarena  parinataya  buddhivrtte6  cetane  prati- 
bimbanad  visayaprakaia  rupam  jnanam.  Nyayakoia. 

Page  298. 

Samkhyavrddhah  sammugdham  vastumatram  tu  praggrhnatyavi- 
kalpitam 

Tatsamanyavi§e£abhyam,  kalpayanti  manisinah. 

Samkhyatattvakaumudi,  27. 


CHAPTER  V 

Page  360. — The  all-comprehensive  knowledge  is,  however,  a  siddhi, 
which  naturally  includes  discrimination  between  prakrti  and  purusa, 
which  is  the  real  cause  of  kaivalya  or  liberation. 

Page  371. — The  followers  of  the  Samkhya  worshipped  Narayana 
(narayanaparah) ,  while  those  of  the  Yoga  worshipped  Is  vara  (i&vara- 
devatah),  or  Siva,  who  is  the  Yogin  par  excellence.  See  RajaSekhara 
on  Haribhadra’s  SaddavSanasamuccaya,  pp.  34,  42-43. 

Page  377. — Regarding  the  differences  between  the  two  schools  of 
the  Prabhakaras,  see  Professor  Hiriyanna’s  article  on  “  Prabhakaras: 
Old  and  New,”  Journal  of  Oriental  Research,  Madras,  April-June  1930. 


CHAPTER  VI 

Page  378  -Tantrarahasya  of  Ramanujacarya  seems  to  have  been 
an  extensive  work  of  which  the  first  five  chapters  are  published  in  the 
Gaekwad’s  Oriental  Series,  1923. 

Manameyodaya  contains  two  sections  on  mana  and  meya,  written 
by  Narayana  Bhatta  and  Narayana  Pandit  respectively  It  gives  a 
lucid  exposition  of  the  doctrines  of  the  school  of  Kumarila.  The  work 
is  published  in  the  Trivandrum  Skt.  Series  by  T.  Ganapati  Sastri,  1912. 

Page  381. — Taccendriyasannikarsajam  jnanam  dvividham,  nirvi- 
kalpakam  savikalpakam  ceti.  Tatra  indriyasannikarsanantaram  eva 
dravyadisvarupamatravagahi  £abdanugama£unyam  yat  sammugdha 
jnanam  jayate,  tad  vi&istakalpana  bhavad  nirvikalpakam  ity  ucyate. 
Yat  tu  tad  anantaram  &abdasmarana  sahakrtam  jatyadivi6istavastu 
visayam  raktoyam  ghatoyam  ityadi  vyaktavijnanam,  tat  savikalpakam. 
Manameyodava ,  p.  8. 


788 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


Pages  381-2. 

Jatih  sarvagata  nitya  pratyaksajnana  gocara 
Bhinnabhinnaca  sa  vyakteh  kumarila  matemata. 

Manameyodaya,  p.  85. 

Page  391. — Akrti  for  Kumarila  means  jati. 

Jatim  eva  akrtim  prahuh.  i.  3.  3. 

Page  395. — For  the  views  of  the  different  schools  of  Mimamsa  on 
the  validity  of  knowledge,  see  Pramatvam  in  NyayakoSa. 

Sarvair  eva  jnanahetubhir  atmani  saksatkaravatl  dhir  upajanyate 
.  .  .  sarvatra  prameyasya  aparoksaniyamabhavat.  Smrtisu  anuman- 
antaresu  ca  na  prameyam  aparoksam.  Sarvaica  pratltayah  svayam 
pratyaksah  prakaiante.  Prakaranapancika,  p.  56. 

While  all  knowledge  is  immediately  known,  it  is  distinguished  into 
immediate  and  mediate,  according  as  the  object  is  apprehended 
immediately  or  mediately. 

Page  396. — Na  hi  pradipah  svagatavyavahararupe  karye  pradi- 
pantaram  apeksate;  tasmad  na  buddhir  api  buddhyantaram.  Mana- 
meyodaya,  p.  103. 

Buddhih  svayamprakaieti  guru6amkarayor  matam.  Ibid. 

Page  403,  Note  1. — Commenting  on  Murari  Mirra’s  view,  Sithi- 
kanthiyam  on  Nyayasiddhantamanjari  says:  Ghatoyam  iti  vyavasayah; 
tata^  ca  ghatam  aham  janami  iti  anu vyavasayah,  tena  pramanyam 
grhyate. 

Page  406. — The  Mlnarhsaka  contends  that  if  validity  and  invalidity 
are  both  external  to  cognitions,  cognitions  by  themselves  should  be 
held  to  be  neutral  or  characterless,  which  is  not  the  case. 

Na  hi  pramanyapramanyavyatiriktam  kincid  api  svarupam  asti 
vijhanasya.  Manameyodaya,  p.  76. 

If  it  is  argued  that  all  cognitions  are  cases  of  doubt  until  they  are 
verified,  the  Nyaya,  which  regards  doubt  as  a  form  of  invalid  cognition, 
seems  to  imply  the  view  of  intrinsic  invalidity,  which  is  opposed  to 
the  doctrine  of  paratah  pramanya. 

Page  408. 

Sa  ca  dehendriyajnanasukhebhyo  vyatiricyate 
Nanabhuto  vibhur  nityo  bhogas  svargapavargabhak. 

Manamenodaya,  p.  82. 

Page  41 1. — Manameyodaya  contrasts  the  position  of  Prabhakara 
with  that  of  Kumarila  and  defends  the  latter. 

For  the  followers  of  Prabhakara,  the  form  “  I  know  the  jar  ”  repre¬ 
sents  the  general  feature  of  all  cognitions.  Such  knowledge  is  impossible 
if  the  self  and  the  cognition  are  not  manifested.  So  the  self  and  the 
cognition  must  be  admitted  to  be  revealed  as  subject  and  cognitive 
activity.  (Atmasvatmanor  kartrtaya  vittitaya  ca  pratlyamanatvam 
abhyupagacchanti.)  The  followers  of  Kumarila  object  to  the  very 
premise  that  all  cognitions  are  of  the  form  “  I  know  the  object.” 
Salikanatha  contends  that  if  the  subject  is  not  manifested  in  all 
cognitions,  it  would  be  impossible  to  distinguish  between  the  object 
of  one’s  own  cognition  and  that  of  another  (svapara  vedyayor  ana- 
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tiSaya  iti).  Those  who  follow  Rumania  reply  that  knowledge  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  self  is  revealed  as  such.  If  it  is  argued  that  self-appro¬ 
priation  should  also  be  manifested,  it  is  said  in  reply  that  the  effect 
may  be  present  without  conscious  manifestation,  even  as  sense  know¬ 
ledge  may  be  imparted  without  a  knowledge  of  the  sense  that  operates. 

Murari  Mirra’s  view  is  nearer  the  Bhatta  position.  MiSramate 
ay  am  ghatah  ity  akarakajnananantaram  ghatatvena  ghatam  aham 
janami  ity  jnanavisayakalaukika  manasam  utpadyate.  Nilakantha 
on  Tarkasamgrahadipika  (Nirnayasagar  ed.,  p.  167). 

We  first  have  the  knowledge  “  This  is  a  jar,”  and  then  the  direct 
presentation  that  I  know  the  jar  as  jar.  Only,  according  to  Kumarila, 
the  latter  knowledge  is  inferred,  while,  according  to  Murari  Misra,  it 
is  perceived.  Both,  however,  dispute  Prabhakara's  view  that  all 
knowledge  is  of  the  form  “  I  know  a  jar,”  sarvam  eva  jnanam 
ghatam  aham  janami  ity  akarakam.  Nyayasiddhantamanjari,  p.  341. 

Aloha  on  Tattvaciutarriaui  says;  Vyavasayotpattyavyavahitotta- 
raksanotpanna  anuvyavasayavyakter  eva  bhattaih  jnatatalingaka 
anumititvena  mi£radibhi6ca  saksatkaratvenabhyupagamat  ( Pratyak - 
sakhanda,  p.  158,  Asiatic  Society  of  Bengal  ed.). 

Page  429. — See  also  Purva  Mimamsa  Sutra,  English  translation  by 
Pandit  Mohan  Lai  Sandal,  S.B.H.  Series. 


CHAPTER  VII 

Page  430,  Note  1. — Brahmavidyapratipadakam  vedaSiro  bhaga- 
rupam  vedantasastram.  S.B.  on  Brh.  Up.,  i.  1.  1. 


CHAPTER  VIII 

Page  451. — Dr.  Jha  has  translated  into  English  Khandanahhanda 
Khadya  and  Mr.  S.  V.  Aiyar,  Sure£vara’s  Sambandhavarttika. 

Page  466. — Bhartrprapanca’s  dvaitadvaita  view  is  described  by 
Samkara  in  his  Commentary  on  Brh.  Up.,  v.  1. 

Purnad  karanad  purnam  karyam  udricyate.  Udriktam  karyam 
vartamanakalepi  purnam  eva  paramartha  vastu  rupam  dvaitarupena. 
Punah  pralayakale  purnasya  karyasya  purnatam  adaya  ’tmani  dhitva 
purnam  evavaSisyate  karanarupam.  Evam  utpattisthiti  pralayesu 
trisvapikalesu  karyakaranayoh  purnataiva.  Sa  caikaiva  purnata 
karya  karanayor  bhedena  vyapadi^yate.  Evam  ca  dvaitadvaitat- 
makam  ekam  brahma  yathakila  samudro  jalatarangaphenabudbu- 
dadyatmaka  eva.  Yatha  ca  jalam  satyam  tad  udbhavai  ca  taranga- 
phenabudbudadayah  samudratmabhuta  evavirbhavatirobhavadhar- 
minah  paramartha  satya  eva.  Evam  sarvam  idam  dvaitam  para- 
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marthasatyam  eva  jalatarangadisthaniyam,  samudrajalasthanlyam 
tu  param  brahma.  S.B.  Brh.  Up.,  v.  i. 

Page  469. 

Upakramopasamharav  abhyaso’purvata  phalam 
Arthavadopapatti  ca  hetus  tatparyanirnaye. 

Page  482. — Cf.  with  Samkara’s  account  of  absolute  consciousness 
as  supreme  witness  (saksi)  the  following  verse  attributed  to  the  text 
of  Tarkabhasa: 

Samvid  bhagavati  devi  smrtyanubhava  vedika 
Anubhutir  smrter  anya  smrtih  samskaramatraja. 

Page  488. — Immediacy  is  the  essential  mark  of  pratyaksa,  and 
not  sense  activity.  God’s  knowledge  is  not  sensuous  but  immediate. 

Page  490. — Some  Advaitins  hold  that  indeterminate  perception 
gives  us  knowledge  of  pure  being  (sanmatram)  and  not  knowledge  of 
distinct  objects  which  are  the  products  of  imagination  (kalpana). 
S.L.S. 

Page  494. — In  Advaita  Vedanta,  Brahman  alone  is  eternal,  and  so 
even  the  significance  of  the  Vedas  is  eternal  only  in  a  relative  sense. 

Page  495. — Isvara  in  reuttering  the  Vedas  in  each  world  age 
preserves  intact  the  previous  anupurvi  or  order  of  words. 

Page  499,  Note  3. — Jnanam  tu  vastutantratvan  na  de£a  kala 
nimittady  apeksate,  yatha  agnirus  na  akaso’murta  iti  tatha  atmavi- 
jnanam  api.  S.B.  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  5.  15. 

Page  501. — Truth  for  Advaita  Vedanta  consists  in  its  non-contra- 
dictedness.  The  Buddhist  criterion  of  successful  activity  is  accepted 
by  the  Nyaya  with  the  qualification  that  it  constitutes  the  test  and 
not  the  content  of  truth.  Truth  is  constituted  by  correspondence 
with  the  object.  The  Advaita  contends  that  correspondence  cannot 
be  directly  observed;  it  is  only  inferred  from  coherence  (samvada) 
or  harmony  of  experience.  On  this  view  all  empirical  truth  is  relative. 
The  true  is  what  is  yet  uncontradicted.  It  is  possible  that  some 
further  experience  may  contradict  even  the  most  probable  empirical 
truth.  We  can  never  be  certain  that  any  empirical  truth  is  absolutely 
true.  Nyayamanjari,  pp.  62  ff. 

Page  507. — Under  the  stress  of  ajnana,  the  distinction  between 
self  and  not-self  is  set  up  in  the  absolute  caitanya.  The  atman  behaves 
as  the  aham  (the  limited  ego)  that  has  accepted  the  limitations  of 
antahkarana.  Limitation  means  the  presence  and  the  possible  ignor¬ 
ance  of  an  other.  The  struggle  to  know  the  other  results. 

Page  512,  Note  4. — Brahmadarsane  sadhanam  ucyate.  Manasaiva 
paramartha  jnana  sarhskrtena  ’caryopade^a  purvakam  canudrastavyam. 
S.B.  Brh.  Up.,  iv.  4.  19. 

Page  519. — Lower  knowledge  is  deceptive  only  in  the  sense  that  it 
veils  reality. 

Page  557.  From  the  standpoint  of  Brahman  there  is  no  avidya 
at  all.  But  Brahman  as  saksin  reveals  avidya.  So  far  as  ISvara  is 
concerned,  he  sees  through  avidya  or  maya,  which  is  distinct  from  him 
since  there  is  no  avarana  for  him. 
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page  575. 

Anadi  bhavarupam  yad  vijnanena  villyate 
Tad  ajnanam  iti  prajna  laksanam  sampracaksata. 

S.D.S.,  xiii. 

Page  585. — Cf.  S.B.  Brh.  Up.,  ii.  1.  20.  Parabrahma  vyatirekena 
samsannama  nanyad  vastvantaram  asti. 

Page  597. — Bhimacarya,  quoting  Vacaspati,  says:  Mayavadimate 
trayo  hi  jivasyopadhayah  ;  tatra  susuptau  buddhyadi  saiiiskaravasitam 
ajnanamatram,  svapne  jagradvasanamayam  lihgaSariram,  jagradava- 
sthayam  suksma  ^arira  samsrstam  sthula^ariram  upadhir  iti. 

Page  607. — Samkara  mentions  the  following  similes:  Yatha’dbhyah 
suryacandradipratibimbo,  yathava  svacchasya  sphatikasya  laktaka- 
dy  upadhibhyo  raktadibhava  evam  .  .  .  yathodaka  laktakadi  hetva 
panaye  suryacandrasphatikadi  pratibimbo  vina^yati  candradi 
svarupam  eva  paramarthato  vyavatisthate ;  tadvad  prajnanaghanam 
anantam  aparam  svaccham  avatisthate. 


CHAPTER  IX 

Page  672. — Nirvikalpakam  ekajatiyadravyesu  prathama  pinda- 
grahanam,  dvitlyadi  pindagrahanam  savikalpakam.  .  .  .  Prathama 
pratity  anusamhitavastu  samsthana  rupagotvader  anuvrttidharma 
vi^istatvam  dvitiyadipindagrahanavaseyam  iti  dvitlyadigrahariasya 
savikalpakatvam.  R.B.,  i.  1.  1. 

Page  696. — Suddhatattva  is  also  called  Suddhasattva. 


CHAPTER  X 


Page  765. — See  also: — 

Baladeva’s  Govindabhasya  and  Prameyaratnavali.  E.T.  by  S,  C. 
Basu.  S.B.H.  Series. 

The  Sivadvaita  of  Srikantha  by  S.  S.  Suryanarayana  §astri. 


CHAPTER  XI 

Page  770,  Note. — See  also  Udayana’s  Atmatattvavivek a  and 
Sarvajnatmamuni's  Samksepasdruaka. 
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A  bhidharmamahavibhasdSastra, 

179  n. 

Abhinavagupta’s  Paramarthasdra, 
73i»  73 2,  733»  734  ;  his  Pra- 
tyabhijhavimarsini,  731 
Adheyaiaktiyoga,  300  n. 
Advaitadipika,  578  n. 
Advaitananda’s  Brahmavidyabha- 
rana,  452  n. 

Advaitasiddhantamuktavali,  553, 
578  n.,  580 
Agamas,  674 

Agni  Purana,  253  n.,  663  n. 

A  hirbudhnyasamhita,  255  n. 
Aitareya  Brahmana,  35  n. 
Ajivakas,  194 
Alambanaparihsa,  39 
Alexander,  Professor,  101,  135  n., 
236  n,,  240  n.,  289  n.,  505  ;  his 
Space,  Time  and  Deity,  396  n. 
Aloka,  41,  789 

Amalananda’s  Kalpataru,  642  n. 
Amrtabindu  Upanisad,  282  n. 
Anandagiri,  433,  520  n.,  532,  668, 
715  n.  ;  his  Nyayanirnaya, 
451  n.  ;  his  Sarhkaravijaya,  448 
Anandalahari,  450,  573  n.,  735 
Anantavirya,  81  n. 

Anaxagoras,  527 
Anaximander,  320 
Andal,  668 

Aniruddha,  131  n.,  146  n. 

Annam  Bhatta,  31  n.,  41,  57,  59, 
76,  79,  non.;  his  Tarka- 
sarhgraha,  Chaps.  II  and  III, 
passim ;  his  T  arkasamgrahadi- 
pikd,  31  n.,  41,  50  n.,  59  n., 
67.  95  n.,  148  n. 


A  numana  Sutta,  35 

Anuyogadvara  Sutra,  35,  255  n. 

Anviksikl,  18,  23,  30,  33,  38  n.,  42, 
179 

Apadeva,  33  n.,  426  n.  ;  his  Mu 
mamsanyayaprakasa,  378 

Aparoksanubhuti,  450,  622  n. 

Apastamba's  Dharma  Sutra,  33  n. 

Apohasiddhi,  57  n.,  108  n. 

Appar,  723 

Appaya  Diksita,  642,  670 ;  his 
Anandalahari,  724  n.  ;  his 
Kalpataruparimala ,  451  n., 

642  n.  ;  his  Siddhantale&a, 
451  n.,  487  n.,  552  n.,  553  n., 
556  n.,  562  n.,  587  n.,  603  n., 
609  n.,  612  n.,  637  n.,  642  n., 
644  n.,  645  n.,  646  n.  ;  his 

Sivarkamanidipika,  724 ;  his 
Vidhirasdyana,  378 

Aptavajrasuci,  450 

Apte’s  The  Doctrine  of  Maya, 
470 

Aquinas,  Thomas,  545  n. 

Areopagitica,  33  n. 

Aristotle,  33  n.,  34,  71,  77,  84, 
85,  89,  96,  214,  227,  313  n., 
527>  532  ;  his  Categories,  184  ; 
his  Metaphysics,  211  n.  ;  his 
Nichomachean  Ethics,  61^. 
625  n.,  640  n. ;  his  Politics, 
33  n. 

Arya,  777  n. 

Aryadeva,  31  n.,  39  n.,  17911.- 

Aryaraksita,  35 

Asanga,  36  n.,  341  n. 

Asmara thya,  432,  433,  439,  443, 
605 
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A£oka,  23 

Astasdhasri  of  Vidyananda,  108  n. 

Astavakra,  34  n. 

A&vaghosa,  37  n.  ;  his  Buddha- 
carita,  253  ;  his  Sutralamkara, 
178  n. 

Ahvalayana  Grhya  Sutra,  433 

Athalye,  166  n. 

AtharvaHkha  Upanisad,  450 

Atharvahiras  Upanisad,  450 

Atmabodha,  287  n.,  450,  478  n., 
511,  563,  606  n.,  615  n.,  622  n., 
628  n. 

Atmopanisad,  32  n. 

Atreya,  418,  433 

Atreya  Punarvasu,  34  n. 

Audulomi,  432,  439,  442,  443, 
605,  643 

Augustine,  538  n. ;  his  Confes¬ 
sions,  480-1  n. 

Avatyaka,  178 

Avayavanirakarana,  144  n. 


Badarayana,  20,  37  n.,  376  n., 

Chaps.  VII-IX,  passim 

Badari,  418,  433,  443,  648  n. 

Baladeva,  431,  440  ;  his  Govinda- 
bhasya,  761,  762,  763 ;  his 
Prameyaratnavali,  338  n.,  761 

Balakrsna’s  Prameyaratnarnava, 
756  n. 

Bana,  39  ;  his  Harsacarita,  39  n., 
449  n. 

Barnett's  The  Heart  of  India, 
723 

Basava,  730 

Belvalkar,  Professor,  255  n., 
433  n.,  435  n. 

Bergson,  M.,  215  n.,  334,  588  n. ; 
his  Creative  Evolution,  479  n. 

Berkeley,  498  n. ;  his  Principles 
of  Human  Knowledge,  91  n., 
584  n. 

Bernard,  St.,  356  n. 

Bhagavadgita,  18,  Chaps.  VII-X, 
passim 


Bhagavan  Das,  780 
Bhavagata  Purana,  18  n.,  253  n., 
276  n.,  333  n.,  344  n.,  433, 

663  n.,  664,  665,  667  706-8, 

748,  757*  761 
Bhagavati  Sutra,  35 
Bhagavatsandarbha,  761  n. 
Bhandarkar,  Sir  R.  G.,  275  n., 
447  n. 

Bhandarkar  Commemoration 
Volume,  37  n.,  255  n. 
Bharadvaja  Grhya  Sutra,  433 
Bharadvaja  Vrtti,  180 
Bharata  Sastra,  85 
Bharatitlrtha,  451  n.,  556  n. 
Bhartrhari,  57  n.,  341  n.,  465  ; 

his  Vahyapadi,  465-6 
Bhartrmitra,  376 
Bhartrprapanca,  431  n.,  466,  789 
Bharuci,  431  n.,  668 
Bhasa,  38  n. 

Bhasarvajna,  40,  57,  68  n.,  73, 
82  n.,  104,  119  n.,  783 
Bhaskara,  431,  439,  440,  670-1 
Bhaskararaya's  Lalitasahasrana- 
mabhasya,  735 
Bhattacintamani,  423  n. 
Bhavadasa,  376 
Bhavanatha’s  Nayaviveka,  378 
Bhavaviveka’s  Tarkajvala,  452  n. 
Bhavisya  Purana,  663  n. 

Bhiksu  Sutra,  23 

Bhimacarya’s  Nydyakota,  20  n., 
124,  421  n.,  783 

Bhoja's  Rajamartanda,  221  n.. 
Chap.  V,  passim 
Bodas,  37  n.,  39  n.,  43  n. 
Bodhayana,  377  n.,  431  n. 
Bodhayana  Grhya  Sutra,  433 
Boethius,  640 
Bonatelli,  399  n. 

Bosanquet,  564  ;  his  Meeting  of 
Extremes  in  Contemporary  Phi¬ 
losophy,  626  n. 

Bradley,  522,  532,  541,  712  ;  his 
Appearance  and  Reality,  524, 
528  n.,  540  n.,  560,  569  n. ; 
his  Logic ,  99  n.,  141  n.,  232  n. ; 
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his  Truth  and  Reality,  453  n., 
497  n.,  541  n.,  650  n., 

71611. 

Brahmahindu  Upanisad,  607  n. 
Brahmajala  Sutta,  35,  251  n. 
Brahmananda,  431  n. 

Brahmanda  Purana,  663  n. 
Brahma  Purana,  663  n. 
Brahmasara,  738 

Brahmavaivarta  Purana,  663,  761, 
762 

Brhadarayyaka  Upanisad,  34  n., 
50  n.,  Chaps.  VII-XI,  passim 
Brhadvasistha,  26 
Brhaspati  Sutra,  23 
British  Medical  Journal,  356  n. 
Broad’s  Scientific  Thought,  13611. 
Bronte,  Emily,  551  n. 

Browning,  613  ;  his  Bishop  Blou- 
gram’s  Apology,  571  n. ;  his 
Paracelsus,  699 
Buddha,  17,  23,  35,  178 
Buddhism,  17,  19,  20,  25,  28,  29, 
39,  41,  194  ;  theory  of  cause, 
94-5  ;  negation,  55  ;  percep¬ 
tion,  60  ff .  ;  phenomenalism, 
177;  truth,  125-8;  universals, 
91-2,  383-4  ;  and  words,  108 
Bunyan,  367 


Caird’s  Critical  Philosophy  of 
Kant,  485  n.,  503  n. ;  his 

Evolution  of  Religion,  581  ; 
his  Greek  Theology,  515  n. 
Caitanya,  41,  670,  760-5 
Campbell’s  Physics,  530  n. 
Candamaruta,  670 
Candi  Das,  760 

Candra’s  Dasapaddrthasastra,  180 
Candraklrti,  36  n. 

Caraka,  46,  49  n.,  179  n. 
Carakasamhitd,  23  n.,  34  n.,  37  n. 
Carvakas,  91,  170  n. 

Chandogya  Upanisad,  34  n.,  35, 
263  n.,  Chaps.  VII-X,  passim 
Chatterji’s  Hindu  Realism ,  197  n. 


Cidvilasa,  448 

Cintamani’s  Hathapradipika, 
356  n. 

Citsukha,  580,  582,  637 ;  his 
Advaitapradipika,  378  n., 
481  n.,  495  n.  ;  his  Tattvadi - 
pika,  451  n.,  495  n. 

Clarke’s  Logic,  210  n. 

Clement  of  Alexandria,  535  n. 

Coue,  338  n. ;  his  Self-Mastery , 
373  n. 

Critical  Realism,  125  n. 

Culika  Upanisad,  334  n. 


Daksinamurti  Stotra,  450,  551  n., 
558  n. 

Dalton,  195 

Darwin,  232  ;  his  Descent  of  Man, 
503  n.  ;  his  Life  and  Letters, 
319  n. 

Das  Gupta,  Professor,  his  History 
of  Indian  Philosophy ,  179  n., 
180  n.,  190  n.,  252  n.,  341  n., 
464  n. 

Da&a&loki,  450 

Dasavaikalikaniryukti,  40,  81  n. 
Dattatreya,  34  n. 

Democritus,  49,  195,  202,  527 
Descartes,  55  n.,  134,  155,  259, 
260  n.,  623  ;  his  Discourse  on 
Method,  476  n. ;  his  Meditations, 

454  n.,  478  n.,  533  n.,  547  n. 
Deussen,  vii,  106  n.,  431,  434  n., 

534>  554>  593  n.,  619  n.  ;  his 
System  of  Vedanta,  73  n.,5 15  n., 

519  n.,  541  n.,  593  n.,  619  n. 
Devasuri,  40,  81,  82  n. 
Dharmakirti,  27  n.,  39,  60  n.,  61, 

62,  66,  78,  79,  82  n.,  83  n. 
Dharmapala,  180 
Dharmaraja’s  Vedantaparibhasa, 
43  n.,  69,  77,  79,  83  n.,  no, 
113  n.,  133  n.,  210  n.,  451  n., 
487  n.,  488,  494,  501  n.,  505  n., 

520  n.,  535  n.,  552,  557,  570  n., 
603,  608,  613  n. 
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Dharmottara,  39,  61,  66,  79  n., 
123  n. 

Dhruva,  Professor,  73  n. 

Didhiti,  41 

Dignaga,  39,  61,  62,  76,  78,  82  n., 
83,  85,  91,  104,  hi  n.,  119  n. 
Drake,  125  n. 

Dramida,  431  n.,  668 
Dramidopanisatsarhgati,  708  n. 
Drgdrsyaviveka,  520  n. 

Duns  Scotus,  212,  2 1 4 


Eckhart,  485  n.,  540  n.,  622  n. 

Edgerton,  Franklin,  in  American 
Journal  of  Philology,  253  n. 

Eliot,  Sir  Charles,  his  Hinduism 
and  Buddhism,  377  n.,  446, 
729  n. 

Eliot,  George,  her  Legend  of  Jubal, 
641 

Emerson,  596 

Empedocles,  271  n.,  320,  527 

Encyclopedia  of  Religion  and 
Ethics,  31  n.,  296  n. 

Epicurus,  202 

Epistle  to  the  Galatians,  627  n. 

Epistle  to  the  Romans,  627  n. 

Erigena,  274  n. 

Essays  in  Critical  Realism,  124  n., 
128 

European  Thought  in  the  Nine¬ 
teenth  Century,  21  n. 


Faddegon’s  Vaisesika  System, 
179  n.,  180  n.,  200  n. 

Fahian,  449  n. 

Fichte,  275  n.,  513,  555,  560 
Fraser’s  Literary  History  of  India, 

433  n- 


Gadadha  a,  41,  124  n. 
Gandhi,  780. 
Gangadhara,  180  n. 


Gangesa,  40,  41,  42,  48,  58,  67, 
68,  73,  79,  82,  89  n.,  112  n., 
181  n.  ;  his  Tattvacintamani, 
41,  73  n.,  82  n.,  83  n.,  87  n.f 
128,  397,  398  n.,  784 
Garbe,  viii,  31  n.,  37  n.,  254  ;  His 
Philosophy  of  Ancient  India , 
31  n.,  165  n.,  177,  249,  371  n. 

6 -aruda  Purana,  433,  633  n. 
Gaudabrahmanandiyam,  451  n. 
Gaudapada,  531,  567  ;  and  Budd¬ 
hism,  453-65  ;  theory  of  crea¬ 
tion,  459-61  ;  ethics,  461-3  ; 
his  Karika  on  Mandukya 
TJpanisad,  452,  502  n.,  517  n., 
530  n.,  531,  562  n.,  583  a., 

600  n.,  607  n.,  622  n. 

Gautama,  19,  Chap.  II,  passim 
Gautama’s  Dharma  Sutra,  18  n., 
33  n. 

Gentile’s  Theory  of  Mind  as  Pure 
Act,  232  n.,  484  n.,  510m, 717m 
Ghosh,  Aurobindo,  777  n. 
Giridhara’s  Suddhadvaitamdrtanda, 

756,  759 
Goethe,  21  n. 

Goldstucker,  31  n. 

Gomperz’s  Greek  Thinkers,  71  n., 
84  n.,  768  n. 

Gopalatapani  TJpanisad,  764  n. 
Gopinath  Kaviraj  pandit,  783 
Gore,  Bishop,  his  Belief  in  God, 
545  n. 

Gough’s  Philosophy  of  the  Upani- 
sads,  469  n. 

Govardhana’s  Nyayabodhinl,  156 
Govindacarya,  669 
Govindananda,  432;  his  Ratna- 
prabhd,  49  n.,  180  n.,  452  n., 
511  n. 

Green,  175  n.,  569  n. 

Guha  Abhay  Kumar,  his  Jivatman 
in  Brahma  Sutra,  433  n. 
Guhadeva,  668 

Gunaratna’s  Saddarsanasamucca - 
•  *  • 

yavrtti,  117,  164  n.,  170  n., 

378  n. ;  his  Tarkarahasyadl- 
pikd,  164  n.,  254  n. 
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Guyau,  ioi 

Haldane,  Lord,  his  Reign  of  Rela¬ 
tivity,  482  n. 

Hamilton,  395  n. 

Hara  Prasad  Sastri,  M.  M.,  37  n., 
39  n.,  57  n. 

Hardy,  Thomas,  288  n. 

Hari,  376 

Haribhadra,  20  n.,  185,  312  n. ; 
his  Saddarsanasanuccaya,  20  n. 
102  n.,  170  n.,  227m,  283  n.,  787 

Haridasa  Bhattacarya,  295  n. 

Harimide  Stotra,  450 

Haristuti,  653  n. 

Harivamsa,  433,  761 

Harivarman,  31  n.,  37  n.,  179  n. 

Harsa,  39  n.,  41  n. 

Hastamalaka,  482  n. 

Hegel,  185,  447,  527,  538,  556, 
559,  58b,  712  n. ;  his  /Esthetics , 
477  n. 

Heraclitus,  320 

Herbart,  195  n. 

Hindu  Logic  as  preserved  in  China 
and  Japan,  41  n.,  81  n. 

Hiriyanna,  Professor,  448  n., 
624  n.,  787 

History  of  Buddhism,  39  n. 

History  of  Indian  Logic,  34  n., 
35  n.,  38  n.,  39  n.,  40  n.,  41  n., 
43  n.,  81  n.,  85  n.,  87  n.,  126  n. 

Hobbes's  Human  Nature,  212 

Hobhouse’s  Mind  in  Evolution, 
289  n. 

Hogg,  Professor  A.  G.,  621  n. 

Hopkins,  433  ;  his  Yoga  Tech¬ 
nique  in  the  Great  Epic,  340  n. 

Hiigei,  Baron  von,  his  Philosophy 
of  Religion,  654  n. 

Hume,  134 

Hunt’s  Essay  on  Pantheism,  485  n., 
54°  n- 

Huxley,  288  n. 

Indian  Philosophical  Review, 
276n.,  333  n. ,736  m 

Indian  Thought,  40  n. 


Inge,  Dean,  his  Christian  Mysti¬ 
cism,  367  n.  ;  his  Outspoken 
Essays,  513  n. 

Irenaeus,  372  n. 

Isaiah,  362 
I-Tsing,  39  n. 


Jacob,  469  n.,  589  n. 

Jacobi,  31,  36  n.,  37  n.,  251, 

341  n->  433  n.,  434  n.,  452  n., 
456  n.,  465  n. 

Jagadlsa,  31  n.,  41 

Jaimini,  19,  20  n.,  34  n.,  37  n., 
432  n.,  442,  Chap.  VI,  passim, 
642-3,  648  n. 

Jainism,  17,  20  n.,  28,  35,  41,  58, 
67  n.,  70,  79  n.,  81,  194,  210  n., 

383 

James,  William,  60 ;  his  Prin¬ 
ciples  of  Psychology,  60  ;  his 
Varieties  of  Religious  Expe¬ 
rience,  368  n. 

Jayadeva's  Gitagovinda,  760 

Jayanarayana,  56;  his  Vivrti,  56, 
187,  224 

Jayanta,  34  n.,  38  n.,  40,  44,  57, 
61,  63,  69,  94 ;  his  Nydya- 
manjari,  Chap.  II,  passim, 
192  n.,  196  n.,  274  n.,  381  n., 
406,  413  n.,  490  n.,  790 

Jayasimhasuri,  133 

Jayatirtha,  29  n. ;  his  Nydya- 
sudha,  739,  742 

Jha,  Dr.  Ganganath,  viii,  40  n. ; 
his  Prabhakara  School,  non., 
189  n.,  377  n.,  378  n.,  39711., 
4°5  n. 

Jinadatta,  20  n. 

Jinavardhana,  156 

Jiva,  761-5,  767  ;  and  Madhva, 
764  ;  Ramanuja,  764 ;  his 
Sarvasamvadmi ,  761,  765 

John,  631  n. 

John,  St.,  614  n. 

John,  St.,  of  the  Cross,  356  n., 
357 


798 


INDIAN  PHILOSOPHY 


Johnson,  W.  E.,  his  Logic,  45  n., 
123  n.,  184  n.,  208  n.,  217  n., 
234  n. 

Journal  of  the  Asiatic  Society  of 
Bengal,  37  n.,  39  n. 

Journal  of  Philosophy,  363,  364  n. 


Kablr,  670 
Kaiyata,  341  nt 
Kalagnirudropants&d,  35  n. 
Kalidasa,  39  n. 

Kallata,  731 

Kanada,  19,  71,  77,  82,  85,  97  n., 
Chap.  Ill,  passim 
Kant,  61,  134,  192  n.,  303  n.,  506, 
512,  513,  520-3,  527,  545  n., 
554-5,  588  n.,  717  ;  his  Pro¬ 
legomena,  61  n. 

Kapardi,  431  n.,  668 
Kapila,  19 

Karsnajini,  432  n.,  433 
KaSakrtsna,  432,  433,  439,  443, 
605 

Katha  Upanisad,  35  n.,  276, 

Chaps.  VII-X,  passim 
Kathdvattu,  35 
Katyayana,  37  n.,  46  n. 

Katydyana  Sutra,  433 
Kaupinapancaka,  617  n. 

Kausitaki  Upanisad,  544  n. 
Kautilya,  18  n.,  23,  32  n.,  38,  79  ; 

his  Arthahastra,  23,  38,  663  n. 
Keith,  Professor  Berriedale,  viii, 
21,  31-2,  39  n.,  43  n.,  54,  74, 
85,  433,  447,  669  ;  his  Buddhist 
Philosophy ,  91  n.,  627  n.  ;  his 
Classical  Sanskrit  Literature, 
39  n.  ;  his  Indian  Logic  and 
Atomism,  21  n.,  37  n.,  39  n., 
43  n.,  54  n.,  74  n.,  85,  180  n., 
201-2  n.  ;  his  Karma-Mi- 
mamsa,  376  n.,  378  n.  ;  his 
Samkhya,  System  255  n. 
Kepler,  207 

Ke£ava,  431,  439,  44°,  75 2  ;  his 
Tattvaprakasika ,  751 


Ke£ava  Mi£ra,  31  n.,  40,  57,  93,  96 

Khandadeva’s  Bhattadipika,  378 ; 
his  Mimamsakaustubha ,  378 

Khandanakhandakhadya,  70, 

126  n.,  130  n.,  235-6  n.,  394  n., 
451  n.,  472  n. 

Kingsbury  and  Philips,  their 
Hymns  of  the  Tamil  Saivite 
Saints,  729 

Kirtikar’s  Studies  in  Vedanta, 
581  n. 

Kokile^var  Sastri’s  Advaita  Phi¬ 
losophy,  587  n. 

Krishnaswami  Aiyar,  C.  N.,  his 
Life  and  Times  of  Sariikara, 
448  n. 

Krsnananda,  41,  642  n. 

Ksanahhahgasiddhi ,  57  n. 

Ksemaraj  a’s  Sivasutravimarhirii, 
731  ;  his  Spandasandoha ,  731 

Kularnava  Tantra,  736,  737 

Kumarila,  20,  21  n.,  54,  56  n.,  58, 
131,  214  n.,  215  n.,  216,  218  n., 
399-407,  449,  505,  506  n.  ; 

his  Slokavarttika,  79  n.,  109  n., 
189  n.,  Chap.  VI,  passim, 
577  n.  ;  his  Tantravarttika, 
20  n.,  21  n.,  no  n.,  377,  427  n.  ; 
his  Tuptika,  377 

Kuppuswami  Sastri,  Professor, 
378  n. 

Kural,  662 

Kurma  Purana,  308,  663  n. 


Laksmldhara’s  A  dvaitamakaranda, 
452  n.,  480  n.,  502  n.,  577  n., 
582  n.,  583  n. 

Lalitavistara,  23  n.,  35,  178,  339  n. 
Lahkavatara  Sutra,  36  n.,  178, 

465  n. 

Lao  Tze,  357 

Laugaksi  Bhaskara,  31  n.,  68  n. ; 

his  Arthasamgraha,  378 
Leibniz,  215  n.,  318 
Leuba,  363  n. 

Leucippus,  195,  527 
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Liang  Chi  Cho,  Professor,  771  n. 

Linga  Purana,  581  n.,  663  n. 

LingeSa  Mahabhagavat,  467  n., 
470  n. 

Lloyd  Morgan,  Professor,  his 
Emergent  Evolution,  289  n. 

Locke,  51,  134  ;  his  Essay  on  the 
Human  Understanding,  51  n., 
236  n. 

Lokacarya’s  Tattvatraya,  260  n., 
582  n. 

Lokayata,  23  n. 

Lotze’s  Metaphysics,  480  n. 

Luke,  St.,  447 

Macdonell,  Professor,  447 

Madhava,  18  n.,  28,  33  n.,  37  n., 
43  n.  ;  his  Samkaravijaya,  225, 
377  n.,  448,  605,  670 

Madhusudana  Sarasvati,  344  n., 
472  n.,  580  ;  his  Advaitasiddhi, 
137,  451  n.,  501,  578,  580  n., 
588  n.,  770  n.  ;  his  Siddhanta - 
bindu,  409  n. 

Madhva,  22  n.,  28,  431,  439,  442, 
510  n.,  516,  643,  663,  761, 

767  ;  his  Anuvyakhyana,  739  ; 
his  Bharatatatparyanirnaya, 
739  ;  his  Tattvanirnaya,  743  ; 
his  life  and  work,  737-9  ;  his 
theory  of  ethics  and  religion, 
747-9,  75o-i  ;  God,  741-3  ; 
reality,  741,  744-6,  749-5°; 
soul,  743-4  ;  and  Ramanuja, 
738 

Madhyamika  Karikavrtti,  36  n. 

Madhyamika  philosophy,  120-2, 
I3L  J42 

Madhyamik avatar a,  627  n. 

Madras  Christian  College  Maga¬ 
zine,  621  n. 

Mahabhdrata,  18,  23  n.,  33  n.,  35, 
38  n.,  42,  46,  249  n.,  253  n., 
270  n.,  333  n.,  433,  667,  723,  734 

Mahabhasya,  22  n.,  36,  38,  341  n., 

433 

Mahadeva  Bhatta,  198  n.,  324, 
342  n. 


Mahdnarayana  Upanisad,  201  n. 
Mahanirvana  T antra,  736  n., 

737  n. 

Mahopanisad,  452  n. 

Maitrayani  Upanisad,  264  n., 

453  n. 

Maitri  Upanisad,  35  n. 

Makar anda,  40 
M anameyodaya,  787 
Mandana  Mi£ra,  449 ;  his  Mt- 
marhsanukramani ,  377  ;  his 

Vidhiviveka,  377 
Manibhadra,  283  n. 
Manikkavasagar,  723 
Manikyanandi,  40,  73  n.,  81,  82  n. 
Manimeghalai ,  662,  783 
Manisapahcaka,  486  n.,  617  n. 
Manu,  18  n.,  20  n.,  32,  33  n.,  34  n., 
35  n.,  46  n.,  433. 

Markandeya  Purana,  253  n.,  663  n. 
Markos,  372 

Matharavrtti,  81  n.,  255  n. 
Mathuranatha's  T  attvacintamani- 
rahasya,  43  n. 

Matsya  Purana,  253  n.,  333  n., 

663  n. 

McTaggart,  314  n.  ;  his  Hegelian 
Cosmology ,  519  n.  ;  his  Nature 
of  Existence,  48  n.,  127  n. 
Medhatithi,  38  n. 

Meghaduta,  39  n. 

Mendel,  232 

Meykandar’s  Sivajnanabodham, 
723,  724,  728,  730 
Milesians,  527 

Mill,  J.  S.,  33  n.,  46  n.,  78,  82; 
his  Essay  on  Liberty,  33  n. ; 
his  System  of  Logic,  46 
Milton,  33  n.,  720 
Mind,  84  n.,  406  n.,  626  n. 

Minto's  Logic,  184 
Mitabhasini,  70  n.,  ii7n. 

Mitra,  Rajendra  Lai,  361  n. 
Mohamudgara,  450 
Moses,  362 

Mrgendra  Agama,  726,  730 
Muir's  Original  Sanskrit  Text , 
165  n. 
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Muktikopanisad,  35  n.,  431  n. 
Muller,  Max,  23,  2411.,  85,  433, 
447,  58611.,  633  n. 

Murari,  378 

Mysore  University  Magazine, 

5i7  n. 


Nagarjuna,  3611.,  38,  3911.,  81, 
451  n.  ;  his  Madhyamika  Ka- 
rika,  36  n.,  126  n.,  464  n., 

636  n.  ;  his  Prajndparamitd- 
sastra,  179  n.  ;  his  Updya- 
kausalya  Sutra,  38,  81,  341  n. ; 
his  Vigrahavyavartanl  Karikd, 
38,  126  n. 

NageSa,  341  n.,  342  n.,  345  n.  ; 
his  Laghusarhkhyasutravrtti, 
256,  272  n. 

Nage£a  Bhatta's  Manjusd,  106  n. 

Nagoji  Bhatta,  342  n. 

Naladiyar,  662 

Nallasvami  Pillai’s  £aiva  Sid- 
dhanta,  725 

Nambi  Andar  Nambi,  723 

Nammalvar,  668 

Nanak,  670 

Narada,  35  ;  his  Bhakti  Sutra, 
704  n.,  705  n.,  708  n. 

N aradapancardtra ,  707  n.,  71 1 

N aradlya  Purana,  663  n. 

Narayana,  315  n.,  342  n. 

Narayanacarya’s  Madhvavijaya, 
448,  738  n. ;  his  Manimanjari, 
448 

Nathamuni,  668 

Nettipakarana,  35 

Nicholas  of  Cusa,  537  n. 

Nllakantha,  96,  431,  439,  440, 

723>  73° 

Nimbarka,  439,  440,  751-6,  767  ; 
his  Dasasloki,  751,  754,  755  ; 
his  Vedantaparijatasaurabha, 
75  ;  and  Ramanuja,  753,  754, 
756,  760 

Niruttara  T antra,  736  n. 

Ni6caladasa,  451  n. 


Novalis,  337 

Nrsimhottaratapani  Upanisad, 

35  n.,  450  n.,  539  n.,  581  n. 

Nyaya,  19,  20,  21  n.,  28,  Chaps.  II 

and  III,  passim,  769 ;  and 
Advaita  Vedanta,  538  ;  Purva 
Mimamsa,  33  ff.  ;  Vaisesika, 
29  £f.  ;  history  and  literature, 

36  £1.  ;  theory  of  causation, 
92-102  ;  comparison,  102-4  '• 
definition,  47-8 ;  doubt, 
1 1 6-8  ;  dreams,  71-2  ;  error, 
130  ;  ethics,  160-5  ’>  fallacies, 
118-20;  God,  165;  implica¬ 
tion,  1 12  ;  individual  self, 
144-60;  induction,  86-92  ;  in¬ 
ference,  72-5  ;  karma,  164  ; 
memory,  115-16;  moksa, 
151  ff.  ;  nature,  142-4  ;  non¬ 
existence,  53-4,  1 1 2-1 4  ;  per¬ 
ception,  48-72  ;  rebirth,  150-1; 
recognition,  69  ff. ;  syllogism, 
75-86  ;  truth,  120-30 

Nyayabindu,  27  n.,  39,  55  n.,  62m, 
91  n.,  128  n.,  136 

Nyayabindutika,  39,  48  n.,  62  n., 
66  n.,  68  n.,  71  n.,  79  n., 

82  n.,  106  n.,  128  n.,  136  n.f 
178  n. 

Nydyamdlavistara,  33  n. 

Nyaydmrta,  451  n.,  491  n.,  746, 
748 

Nyayanibandhaprakasa,  40 

Nyayaparisista,  40 

Nydyaprakasa,  33  n. 

Nyayapravesa,  39,  81 

Nyayaratnakara,  33  n.,  472  n. 

Nyayaratnavali,  409  n.,  413 

Nydyasara,  40,  59  n. 

Nydyasiddhantamanjari  of  Jana- 
klnatha,  83  n. 

Nyayasuci,  37  n.,  40,  43  n. 

Nyaya  Sutra,  Chaps.  II  and  III, 
passim 

Nyayasutravrtti,  i8n.,  35m,  41, 
43  n.,  57  n.,  73,  116  n.,  119  m, 
122  n.,  124  n.,  152  n.,  164  n., 
170  n. 
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Nyayasutroddhara,  37  n.,  40 
Nyayatattva,  668 
Ny  ay  avatar  a,  40,  81  n. 


Otto,  Rudolf,  his  Idea  of  the  Holy, 
535  n.,  538  n. 


Padarthakhandana ,  41 
Padarthatattvanirnaya,  553 
Padmapada,  637  n.  ;  his  Panca- 
padiha,  451  n. 

Padma  Parana,  38  n.,  433,  471, 
663  n.,  664  n. 

Paley,  418  n. 

Pancaratra,  21  n. 

Pancar  atrarahasy  a,  690 
Pancar atrasamhita,  662 
Pancasikha,  37  n. 

Pandit,  398  n. 

Pandit,  Mr.,  377  n.,  378  n. 

Panini,  28,  34  n.,  35  n.,  46  n., 
106  n.,  783 

Paramartha,  180  n.,  255  n. 
Parasara,  34  n. 

Pargiter’s  Ancient  Indian  His¬ 
torical  Tradition,  663  n. 
Pariksamukhasutra ,  40,  73  n. 
Parivara,  34  n. 

Parmenides,  537 

Parthasarathi  Misra,  33  n.,  58  n., 
60,  64,  578  ;  his  Nydyaratnd- 
kara,  108  n.,  Chap.  VI,  pas¬ 
sim  ;  his  §astradipikd,  61  n., 
64  n.,  113  m,  215  n.,  314  n., 
482  n..  Chap.  VI,  passim, 
57611. 

Pascal,  454  n. 

Patanjali,  19,  Chap.  V,  passim 
Patanjali,  the  grammarian,  22  n., 
36,  37  n.,  38,  46  n.,  341 
Patisambhidamagga,  35 
Paul,  St.,  362 
Pauskara  Agama,  725,  728 
Perialvar,  668 


Peter,  St.,  362 
Philosophical  Review,  101  n. 

Pillai  Lakacarya,  669;  his  Artha- 
pancaka,  6,  9,  690;  his  Tattva- 
traya,  669,  694,  696 
Plato,  33  n.,  34,  211-12,  214, 

233,  362,  372,  447,  495,  522, 
527,  532,  534>  564,  598  n.; 
his  Parmenides,  212;  Phcedo, 
357  n.,  615  n.,  629  n.;  Phcedrus, 
512  n.,  613  n.;  Republic,  615  n.; 
Sophist,  537;  Theaetetus,  786; 
Timceus,  260  n.,  545  n.,  625  n., 
646,  657  n. 

Plotinus,  447,  513,  521  n.,  551, 
560 ;  his  Enneads,  248  n., 
360  n.,  511  n.,  515  n.,  535  n., 
54°  n->  564  n. 

Pope,  Dr.,  722 
Poussin,  M.,  465  n. 

Prabhacandra,  41,  64  n.,  216, 

302  n.  ;  his  Prameyahamala- 
martanda,  41,  68  n.,  108  n., 

109  n.,  132  n.,  133  n.,  213  n., 
402  n.,  785 

Prabhakara,  58,  70,  72  ;  his 

Brhati,  Chap.  VI,  passim  ; 
theory  of  error,  132  ;  know¬ 
ledge,  395-9 

Prabodhacandrodaya,  447 
Prakasananda’s  Siddhantamukta- 
vali,  452  n. 

Prakasatman’s  Pancapadikaviva- 
rana,  45m.,  518  n.,  552  n., 
553  n.,  610 
Prakatartha,  556  n. 
Prakatdrthavivarana,  609 
Pramananayatattvalohdlamkara,  41, 
211  n. 

Pramanasamuccaya,  39 
Pramana&astrapravesa ,  39 
Pra£astapada,  39,  71,  72,  75  n., 
77,  78,  82,  92,  117,  119  m, 
3I4  ;  his  Padarthadharma- 
samgraha,  76  n.,  77,  78  n., 

118  n. 

Prasna  Upanisad,  34  n.,  271  n.. 
Chaps.  VII-X,  passim 
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Pratimanataka,  38  n. 

Pratyabhijna  system,  722  n., 
731-4  ;  and  Advaita  Vedanta, 
731-4 

Proceedings  of  the  Oriental  Con¬ 
ference,  Poona,  73  n. 

Purnananda’s  Tattvamuktavali, 
739,  746>  79i 

Purva  Mimamsa,  19,  20,  23,  26, 
28,  73  n.,  Chap.  VI,  passim, 
770 ;  and  Buddhism,  375, 
376  n.  ;  Nyaya-Vaisesika,  33, 
34,  37  n.,  56,  70,  81,  104  n., 
401,  406,  415-16,  417,  425-6  ; 
Vedanta,  374-6,  408,  412,  420, 
421,  426  ;  theory  of  apurva, 
420-2  ;  comparison,  393  ; 
ethics,  417-20 ;  God,  392, 
424-8  ;  implication,  393  ;  in¬ 
ference,  386-7;  nature,  414-17; 
non-apprehension,  394-5  ;  non¬ 
existence,  54,  220 ;  percep¬ 
tion,  380-6  ;  pramanas,  378- 
80  ;  self,  407-14  ;  truth,  125  ; 
universals,  210  n.  ;  Vedas, 
no  ft.,  387-93  ;  words,  391-2 

Pythagoras,  144  n.,  527 


Quakers,  595  n. 

Questions  of  Milinda,  35,  46  n. 


Rabindranath  Tagore,  140  n., 
780 

Radhakrishnan's  Indian  Phi¬ 
losophy,  Vol.  I,  Chaps.  I— XI, 
passim  ;  his  Philosophy  of  the 
Upanisads,  140  n. 
Raghavananda’s  Mimdmsdsutra- 
didhiti,  378  n. 

Raghunandana,  41 
Raghunatha,  41,  451  n. 
Rajasekhara,  20  n. ;  his  Saddar- 
kanasamuccaya,  170  n.,  78 6 
Rajavarttika,  255  n. 


Ramakrsna’s  Sikhamani,  142, 
451  n.,  488  n.,  613  n. 

Ramakrsna  Bhatta’s  Yuktisneha- 
prapurani,  377  n. 

Ramanuja,  24,  28,  131,  132  n., 
172, 175,  326  n..  Chaps.  VII-X, 
passim  ;  and  Samkara,  658-62, 
676-8,  683  ff.,  701-2,  714-21  ; 
life,  665-7  >  theory  of  cause, 
678  ;  comparison,  674  ;  con¬ 
sciousness,  679-82  ;  empirical 
ego,  690-6,  713-14 ;  ethics 
and  religion,  703-9 ;  God, 
682-90 ;  inference,  673-4  ; 
karma  and  freedom,  693-5  '> 
matter,  696-7  ;  memory,  673  ; 
moksa,  709-12 ;  perception, 
672-3  ;  scripture,  674  ;  self, 
679-82  ;  substance,  679, 712-13 

Ramananda,  670,  709 

Ramatlrtha's  Tarahgini,  451  n. 

Ramayana,  18  n.,  33  n.,  35  n., 

38  n.,  253  n. 

Randle,  Mr.  H.  N.,  84  n. 

Rangaramanuja,  670 

Rase6vara,  722  n. 

Rashdall’s  Theory  of  Good  and 
Evil,  717  n. 

Ratnakirti,  40,  57  n. 

Raurava  Agama,  723 

Ravanabhasya,  180 

Rg-Veda,  250,  261  n.,  565  n. 

Rosmini,  400  n. 

Rucidatta,  40 

Rupa,  761  ;  his  Ujjvalanilamani, 
764 

Russell,  Mr.  Bertrand,  215  n.,  240; 
his  Philosophical  Essays,  5 1 1 


Sabara,  37  n.,  Chap.  VI,  passim 
Sabdikas,  57  n. 

Sadananda,  448 ;  his  Advaita- 
brahmasiddhi,  452  n.,  636  n.  ; 
his  Veddntasara,  345  n.,  452  n., 
460  n.,  487  n.,  539  n.,  57m., 
575  n.,  592  n. 
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Saiva  Agama,  662 

Saiva  Siddhanta,  722  ;  literature, 
723-4  ;  metaphysics,  724-8  ; 
religion  and  ethics,  728-31 

Saktaism,  734-7 

Salikanatha’s  Parisista,  378  ;  his 
Prakaranapancikd,  Chap.  VI, 
passim  ;  his  Rjuvimala,  378 

Samantabhadra’s  Aptamimdrhsa, 
221  n. 

Samanyadiisanadikprasdrita,  9 1 , 
212  n. 

Sama  Veda,  339  n. 

Sambandar,  723 

Samkara,  24,  35,  73,  99,  153-4, 
171,  174,  177,  185,  218-19, 
226,  235,  240,  241,  244,  290  n., 
322  n.,  422  n.,  431,  433,  434, 
Chaps.  VII-X,  passim,  767 ; 
and  Bergson,  523-4  ;  Bradley, 
502-9,  522-3,  524-6,  638  ; 

Bhagavata  school,  474 ; 
Brahma  Sutra,  469-70  ;  Budd¬ 
hism,  470-3,  496-7 ;  Kant, 
521-3  ;  Nyaya,  482,  528-30, 
547  ;  Plato,  520  n, ;  Purva 
Mimamsa,  473-4,  499,  500  n., 
547,  562  ;  Samkhya,  546-8, 
581,  590;  Upanisads,  466-9; 
life,  447-50  ;  theory  of  Atman, 
475-85  ;  avidya,  57 4~8  ; 
Brahman,  533-4,  553~6  ;  cause, 
528-32  ;  error,  132  ;  ethics, 
612-34  ;  God,  542-53  ;  indi¬ 
vidual  self,  595-612 ;  infer¬ 
ence,  83,  493-4 ;  intuition, 
5x0-11  ;  Karma,  634-5 ; 
knowledge,  486-8 ;  moksa, 
636-46  ;  perception,  488-93  ; 
rebirth,  646-8 ;  religion, 
648-56 ;  substance,  236 ; 
truth,  499-502  ;  Vedas,  494-6, 
515-18  ;  world  and  its  status, 
561-9,  590-4 

Samkara  Misra,  451  n.  ;  his  Upas- 
kdra,  68  n.,  72  n.,  104  n.,  181, 
187,  191  n.,  192  n.,  224  n., 

226  n. 


Samkhya,  19,  20,  23,  28,  49,  58, 
67,  106  n.,  154,  175,  Chap.  IV, 
passim,  769 ;  and  Bhagavad- 
gita,  316 ;  Buddhism,  251, 
253,  291-3,  3 1 7  ;  Kant,  303  n.  ; 
Mahahharata,  251-2  ;  Nyaya 
Vaisesika,  248-9  ;  Upanisads, 
250-1,  253,  282-3,  286-7, 

302  n.,  316  ;  Vedanta,  270, 
276,  326,  334 ;  theory  of 

cause,  95  n.,  97-8,  256-8 ; 

comparison,  104 ;  ethics, 

307- 11  ;  evolution,  266-7 ; 
gunas,  262-6,  310-11  ;  God, 
316-19;  individual  self,  283- 
7  ;  inference,  300  ;  know¬ 
ledge,  293-302 ;  moksa,  152, 

308- 10,  311-14  ;  negation, 

300  ;  perception,  297-300  ; 
prakrti,  259-62,  287-91,  323- 
34 ;  purusa,  279-83,  287- 

91,  320-3  ;  rebirth,  314-16 ; 
space  and  time,  277-9  ; 
substance,  236  n.  ;  truth, 
125,  302  ;  Vedas,  300-2 

Samkhya  Karika,  97,  Chap.  IV, 
passim,  786 

Sdmkhyapravacana  Sutra,  146  n.. 
Chap.  IV,  passim 
Sdrhkhyasutravrtti  of  Aniruddha, 
Chap.  IV,  passim 
Sdmkhyasutravrttisara  of  Ma- 
hadeva,  Chap.  IV,  pas¬ 
sim 

Samkhyatattvakaumudi,  40,  Chap. 

IV,  passim 
Sanatana,  761 
Sanatsujatiya,  450 
Sandilya,  704  n. 

Sanskrit  Research,  517  n. 
Saradatilaka,  736 
Sarvadarsanasamgraha,  18  n.,  28, 
43  n.,  106  n.,  151  n.,  297  n., 
722  n. 

Sarvajnatmamuni,  576,  646  n. ; 

his  Samksepasanraka,  451  n., 
488  n.,  553,  577,  578  n.,  581  n., 
609,  613  n.,  791 
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Sarvasiddhantasarasamgraha,  182, 
22511.,  28711.,  321  n.,  34411., 
409  n.,  428  n.,  480  n.,  506  n., 
581  n.,  582  n. 

Sarvopanisadsara,  35  n. 

Sastiiantra,  23  n.,  254  n. 

Sastri,  P.,  his  Introduction  to 
Purva  M  imams  a,  405  n., 
413  n.,  426-7 
Satapatha  Brahmana,  254 
Satasloki,  513  n.,  572  n. 
Saundaryalahari ,  450,  735 
Sautrantikas,  131,  194  n. 

Schelling,  513  ;  his  Philosophical 
Letters  on  Dogmatism  and 
Criticism,  360  n. 

Schiller’s  Studies  in  Humanism, 
569  n. 

Schopenhauer,  633  n. 

Schweitzer’s  Civilisation  and 
Ethics,  545  n. 

Seal,  Dr.  B.  N.,  78  ;  his  Positive 
Sciences  of  the  Ancient  Hindus, 
78  n.,  88  n.,  264  n.,  271  n. 
Sekkirar’s  Periapuranam,  723 
Semon,  Richard,  his  Mnemic  Psy¬ 
chology,  66  n. 

Sen,  Dr.  Sailesvar,  43  n. 
Siddhdntacandrodaya,  192  n. 
Siddhanta  Dipika,  723  n.,  730  n. 
Siddhantaratnamala,  582  n. 
Siddhasena  Divakara,  40,  78,  79, 
82  n.,  341  n. 

Silappathikdram ,  662 
Sivacarya  Arulnandi,  723  ;  his 
Sivajnanasiddhiyar,  726,  729 
Sivaditya,  37  n.,  41  n.,  44,  73, 
117,  156;  his  Saptapadarthi, 
31  n.,  44  n.,  73  n.,  82  n.,  117  n., 
181,  221,  243  n. 

Siva  Purana,  663  n. 

Six  Buddhist  Tracts,  57  n. 

Skanda  Purana,  38  n.,  589  n.,  663  n. 
Socrates,  33  n.,  34,  502 
Somananda’s  Sivadrsti,  731 
Somanatha’s  Mayukhamalika,  377 
Somesvara  Bhatta’s  Nydyasudhd, 

377 


Sophistical  Refutations,  34 
Spencer,  Herbert,  his  First  Prin~ 
ciples,  266  n. 

Sphota,  106 

Spinoza,  447,  527,  558,  566,  587  ; 
his  De  Intellectus  Emendatione, 
613  n.  ;  his  Ethics,  519  n., 
536  n„  537  n- 

Srldhara,  58,  69,  72  ;  his  Nyaya- 
kandali,  53  n.,  64  n.,  68  n., 

69  n.,  72  n.,  91  n.,  H4n., 

145  n.,  146  n.,  15m.,  159, 

162,  170  n..  Chap.  Ill,  passim, 

4°3~4>  576  n- 

Srlnivasacarya’s  Y  atindramatadi- 
pika,  670,  676,  689,  690 
Srivatsa’s  Lildvati,  181 
Stout,  Professor,  215-16  n.,  406  n. 
Suali,  37  n. 

Subalopanisad ,  35  n. 

Subandhu,  39  n. 

Subodhini,  452  n. 

Subrahmanya  Aiyar,  Mr.  V.,  517  n. 
Sucarita  Mirra’s  Kasikd,  376  n., 

377 

Sudar£ana  Bhatta’s  Srutapraka- 
sika,  669,  682,  699,  710 
Suguira,  41  n. 

Sukhtankar,  465  n. 

Sulabha,  34  n. 

Sundaranaman,  Professor  K.,  470 
Sundarar,  723 

Sure£vara,  596  n.,  608  n. ;  his 

Manasollasa,  638  n. ;  his  Nais- 
karmyasiddhi,  451  n.,  488,  620; 
Varttika,  413  n.,  451  n.,  466  n., 
486  n.,  530  n.,  563,  601  n. 
Suryanarayanan,  Mr.  S.  S.,  517  n., 
786,  791 

Surya  Purana,  287,  570  n. 

Suso’s  Life  of  the  Blessed  Henry 
Suso  by  Himself,  355  n. 
Susrutasamhita,  34  n. 

Svapnesvara,  704  n. ;  his  Kaumu - 
diprabha,  255  n. 
Svayamprakasa,  582  n. 
Svetasvatara  Upanisad,  179  n. 
263  n.,  264  n. 
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Taittirlya  Ar  any  aka,  35  n. 
Taittirlya  Prdtisdkhya  Sutra,  433 
Takakusu,  39  n.,  254  n. 

Tanka,  431  n.,  668 
Tantra,  662 
Tantrdloka,  731 
Tao-Teh-King,  357  n. 

Taranatha,  39  n. 

Tarkabhasd,  31  n.,  40,  58  n.,  91  n., 
93  n.,  95  n.,  126  n. 
Tarkadipikd,  189  n. 
Tarkakaumudl,  31  n.,  68  n.,  79  n., 
non.,  n6n.,  ii7n.,  187 
Tarkamrta,  31  n.,  181 
Tarkasamgrahdipikaprakasa,  60  n. 
Tatparyaparisuddhi,  40,  122 
Tattvacintamanivydkhya,  41 
Tattvakaumudl ,  104  n. 
Tattvapradlpika,  602 
Tattvasamasa,  254 
Tattvasuddhi,  586  n.,  602 
Tattvaviveka,  610  n.,  747 
Tennyson,  363  ;  his  Ancient  Sage, 
358  n.  ;  Life  of  Tennyson, 
358n. 

Teresa,  St.,  356  n. 

Thibaut,  viii,  23  n.,  106  n.,  445 
Thomas,  St.,  64  n. 

Tilak,  B.  G.,  255  n. 

Tirumantram,  730 
Tirumular,  723,  730 
Tiruvdsagam,  722-3,  729,  730, 

73i 

Tiruvaymoyi,  668  n.,  684,  686, 

705,  708  n. 

Tolkdppiam,  722 
Topics,  34 
Trilocana,  57 


Udana,  35  n. 

Udayana,  40,  41  n.,  56,  72,  87  n., 
93,  non.,  117,  130,  137, 
149  n.,  165,  181  n.,  185,  209; 
his  Atmatattvaviveka,  40, 108  n., 
200  n.,  791;  his  Kirandvali,  40, 
156,  181,  186,  191m;  his 


Kusumanjali,  40,  93,  98  n., 
113  n.,  114  n.,  127  n.,  166  ff., 
170,  295  n.,  415  n.,  670  ;  his 
Parisuddhi,  314  n. 

Uddyotakara’s  Nyayavarttika, 
Chap.  II,  passim,  422 

Ui,  31  n.,  36  n.,  37  n.,  62  n.  ;  his 
Vaisesika  Philosophy ,  31  n., 

36  n.,  37  n.,  62  n.,  81  n.. 

Chap.  Ill,  passim,  254  n. 

Umapati’s  Sivaprakasam,  723, 
725  ;  his  Tiru-arul-payan,  723, 
729>  731 

Underhill,  Miss  Evelyn,  her  Jaco- 
pone  de  Todi,  640  n. 

Upadesasahasrl,  486  n.,  551  n., 

619  n.,  625  n. 

Upavarsa,  376,  377  n. 

Utpala's  Pratyabhijha  Sutra,  731, 
732 

TJttaradhyayana,  186  n. 


Vacaspati,  5,  7,  8,  576,  580,  592  ; 
his  Bhamatl,  22  n.,  40,  49  n., 
I31  n->  392  n.,  427  n.,  45m., 
480  n.,  50m,  547  n-> 

585  ;  his  Nyayakanika,  371  ; 
his  Nydyavarttikatdtparyatikd, 
Chap.  II,  passim  ;  his  Tattva- 
vaisaradi,  265  n.,  272  n.,  285  n., 
Chap.  V,  passim 
Vaibhasikas,  194  n. 

V aikhanasa  Sutra,  23 
Vaisesika,  19,  20,  21  n.,  23  n.,  28, 
31-2,  35,  38,  54,  58,  71  n., 
75  n.,  76  n.,  98  n.,  101  n., 

105  n.,  115  n.,  155,  165, 

Chap.  Ill,  passim,  769  ;  and 
Aristotle,  184-6 ;  Buddhism, 
177-8 ;  Jainism,  177-8  ; 
Nyaya,  177-8,  196,  245-7  ; 

Purva  Mimamsa,  179,  182  ; 

Samkhya,  180  n.,  245-7  ; 

theory  of  atomism,  194-203, 
238-41  ;  categories,  183-7  > 
ethics,  222  ff.  ;  generality. 
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209-14,  231-3  ;  God,  225-8  ; 
inherence,  216-19,  234  ff.  ; 

karma,  208-9,  233-6  ;  know¬ 
ledge,  181-3,  244  ff-  >  nioksa, 
224-5  ;  nature,  193-203, 
241-4 ;  negation,  219-21, 
229-30 ;  quality,  204-8, 
233-6  ;  particularity,  215-16, 
231-3  >  rebirth,  224  ;  self, 
145  ;  substance,  187-94,  233-6 
Vallabha,  41,  431,  439,  44°>  443. 
605,  670,  756-60,  767  ;  his 
Anubhdsya,  756,  759,  760 ; 

his  Bhagavatatikasubodhini, 
756 ;  his  Siddhdntarahasya, 
756  ;  and  Nimbarka,  760  ; 
Samkara,  756 ;  Ramanuja, 
758-60 

Vamana,  341  n. 

Vamana  Purana,  663  n. 
Varadaraja,  31,  40,  78 ;  his 

Tdrkikaraksd,  31  n.,  34  n.,  40, 
81  n.,  87  n.,  103  n. 

Varaha  Purana,  663  n. 

V  arahopanisad ,  624  n. 

Varisco's  Know  Thyself,  395  n. 

V asavadatta,  39  n. 

Vasubandhu,  36  n.,  39  n.,  341  n. 
Vasudeva  Sarvabhauma,  41 
Vasugupta,  731  ;  his  Siva  Sutra, 

73G  733>  734  ;  his  Spanda- 
karika,  731-2 

V  atsyayana's  Nyayabhasya, 

Chap.  II,  passim,  340  n. 

V ay u  Purana,  270  n.,  334  n., 

663  n. 

Vedanta,  20,  23,  24,  28,  37  n., 
56,  67,  70,  81,  95  n.,  104  n., 
106,  175,  216,  220,  271  n., 

Chaps.  VII-X,  passim,  770 ; 
and  Bhagavata  school,  434 ; 
materialism,  434  ;  Nyaya  - 
Vaisesika,  434  ;  Purva  Mi- 

maiiisa,  43°~I»  434»  439  ; 

Samkhya,  434,  663  ;  Yoga, 
434  ;  theory  of  cause,  97-8  ; 
God,  165;  moksa,  152;  non¬ 
existence,  54-5 


Vedanta  De£ika’s  Nyayasiddhdn - 
jana,  670,  713  n.  ;  his  Pahca- 
ratraraksa,  666  n.,  669  ;  his 
Paramatabhahga,  669  ;  his 
Saccaritraraksd,  669  ;  his  Ra- 
hasyatrayasara,  669,  683,  684, 
695,  709,  710  n.  ;  his  Tatparya- 
candrika,  669 ;  his  Tattva - 
muktakalapa,  661  n.,  670, 

672,  674,  679,  695,  696,  697, 
705  ;  his  Tattvatikd,  669  ;  his 
Sarvarthasiddhi,  670,  671,  696  ; 
his  Satadusani,  670 ;  his 
Sesvara  Mimamsa,  378  n.,  427, 
431  n.,  669,  691 

Veddntasiddhdntasarasarhgrahat 
487  n. 

Vedarthasarhgraha,  668,  688,  690, 
701,  705  n. 

Venkata  Diksita’s  V arttikabha- 
rana,  377 

Vibhanga,  35  n. 

Vidhu6ekhara  Bhattacarya,  465  n. 

Vidvanmanoranjani ,  452  n.,  578  n. 

Vidyabhusan,  Dr.,  viii,  34  n., 
37  n.,  38  n.,  85 

Vidyapati,  760 

Vidyaranya,  528  n.,  553,  578  n.  ; 
his  Jivanmuktiviveka,  451  n., 
618,  619,  635  n.  ;  his  Panca- 
dasi,  106,  451  n.,  486  n.,  490  n., 
535  n.,  572  n.,  590  n.,  601  n., 
602,  610,  653  ;  his  Vivarana- 
prameyasamgraha,  133  n., 
33°  n.,  398  n.,  451  n.,  490  n., 
578,  587  n.,  589,  784-5 

Vijnanabhiksu,  26  n.,  106  n., 

146  n.,  431  ;  his  Samkhya- 

pravacanabhasya,  Chap.  IV, 
passim,  471  n.  ;  his  Samkhya- 
sara,  Chap.  IV,  passim  ;  Vijha- 
namrta,  451  n.  ;  his  Yoga- 
sdrasamgraha,  256,  327  n., 

Chap.  V,  passim  ;  his  Yoga- 
vdrttika,  26,  256,  265  n.,  272  n.. 
Chap.  V,  passim 

Visnu  Purana,  32  n.,  261,  334  n., 
528  n.,  562  n.,  588  n.,  663  m, 
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664,  665,  667,  688,  689,  709  n., 
761 

V  isnusahasranama ,  249  n.,  450 

Visnusvamin,  663  n. 

V isuddimagga ,  162  n. 

Visvabhdrati  Quarterly,  771 

Visvanatha’s  Bhasapariccheda, 

Chap.  II,  passim,  181, 
191  n.,  192  n.,  205  n.  ;  his 

Siddhantamuktavali,  Chap.  II, 
passim,  181,  188,  210  n., 

40311.,  419,  48211.,  53611., 

538  n. 

Vi§vesvara’s  Bhdttacintamani, 

37811. 

Vivekacudamani,  481  n.,  572  n., 

576  n.,  58011.,  649  n. 

Voltaire,  504 

Vyasa,  18  n.,  24,  3711.;  his 

Yogabhasya,  258,  Chaps.  IV 

and  V,  passim 

Vyasaraya’s  Candrikd,  739 

Vyomasamhitd,  737  n. 

Vyoma&ekhara’s  Vyomavati,  181 

Wallace’s  Epicureanism,  202 

Walleser,  452  n. 

Ward’s  Study  of  Kant,  770  n.  ; 
his  Psychological  Principles, 
604  n. 

Weber,  23  n.  ;  his  History  of 
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